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SAN LUIS UNIT—CENTRAL VALLEY PROJECT, 
CALIFORNIA 


MONDAY, MARCH 17, 1958 


Un1rtep States SENATE, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON IRRIGATION AND RECLAMATION 
OF THE COMMITTEE ON INTERIOR AND INSULAR AFFAIRS, 


Washington, D. C. 


The subcommittee met, pursuant to call, at 10 a. m., in room 224 
Senate Office Building, Senator Clinton P. Anderson (chairman of 
the subcommittee) presiding. 

Present : Senator Anderson. 

Also present: Senators Kuchel and Knowland and Representatives 
Hagen and Sisk. 

Senator AnpERsoNn. The subcommittee will come to order. 

The hearing scheduled for today and tomorrow is on S. 1887, to 
authorize the construction, operation, and maintenance of the San 
Luis unit, Central Valley project, California. 

I will insert in the record at this point S. 1887, copies of the reports 
of the Department of the Interior dated June 28, 1957, and of the 
Bureau of the Budget, dated July 2, 1957. 

(The documents are as follows:) 


{S. 1887, 85th Cong., 1st sess. ] 


A BILL To authorize the Secretary of the Interior to construct the San Luis unit of the 
Central Valley project, California, to enter into an agreement with the State of Cali- 
fornia with respect to the construction and operation of such unit, and for other 
purposes 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 

of America in Congress assembled, That for the principal purpose of furnishing 

water for the irrigation of approximately five hundred thousand acres of land 
in Merced, Fresno, and Kings Counties, California, and as incidents thereto of 
furnishing water for municipal and domestic use and providing recreation and 
fish and wildlife benefits, the Secretary of the Interior (hereinafter referred to 
as the Secretary) is authorized to construct, operate, and maintain the San Luis 
unit as an integral part of the Central Valley project. The principal engineering 
features of said unit, which may be constructed to permit future expansion, shall 
be a dam and reservoir at or near the San Luis site, a forebay and afterbay, the 

San Luis Canal, the Pleasant Valley Canal, and necessary pumping plants and dis- 

tribution systems, drains, channels, levees, flood works, and related facilities. In 

constructing, operating, and maintaining the San Luis unit, the Secretary shall 
be governed by the Federal reclamation laws (Act of June 17, 1902, 82 Stat. 

388, and acts amendatory thereof or supplementary thereto) except so far as the 

provisions thereof are inconsistent with this Act. Construction of the San Luis 

unit shall not be commenced until the Secretary has secured, or has satisfactory 
assurances of his ability to secure, all rights to the use of water which are neces- 
sary to carry out the purposes of the unit and the terms and conditions of this 

Act. 

Sec. 2. The Secretary is authorized, on behalf of the United States, to nego- 
tiate and enter into an agreement with the State of California (hereinafter re- 
ferred to as the State) providing for coordinated operation and joint use of the 


1 
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facilities of the San Luis unit, in order that the State may, without cost to the 
United States, deliver water in service areas outside the San Luis service area 
as described in the report of the Department of the Interior, entitled “San Luis 
Unit, Central Valley Project” dated December 17, 1956. The Secretary shall 
not commence construction of the San Luis unit, except for the preparation of 
designs and specifications and other preliminary work, until the execution of 
such an agreement between the United States and the State, but if such an 
agreement has not been executed by May 1, 1958, and if, after consultation with 
the Governor of the State, the Secretary determines that the prospects of reaching 
accord on the terms thereof are not reasonably firm, he may proceed to construct 
and operate the San Luis unit in accordance with section 1 of this Act. In 
considering the prospects of reaching accord on the terms of the agreement the 
Secretary shall give substantial weight to any relevant affirmative action there- 
tofore taken by the State, including the enactment of State legislation authorizing 
the State to acquire and convey to the United States title to lands to be used for 
the San Luis unit or assistance given by it in financing Federal design and con- 
struction of the unit. The authority conferred upon the Secretary by the first 
sentence of this section shall not, except as is otherwise provided in this section, 
be construed as a limitation upon the exercise by him of the authority conferred 
in section 1 of this Act. 

Seo. 3. The agreement between the United States and the State referred to in 
section 2 of this Act shall provide, among other things, that— 

(a) the project works and features to be constructed by the Secretary 
shall be so designed and constructed as to permit either (i) immediate 
integration and coordinated operation with the State’s water projects or (ii) 
such subsequent enlargement or other modification as may be required for 
integration and coordinated operation therewith ; 

(b) the State shall make available to the Secretary during the construc- 
tion period sufficient funds to pay an appropriate share of the construction 
costs of any facilities designed and constructed as provided in paragraph 
(a) above. The State contribution shall be made in annual installments, 
each of which bears approximately the same ratio to total expenditures dur- 
ing that year as the total of the State’s share bears to the total cost of the 
facilities ; 

(c) the State may at any time after approval of its plans by the Secretary 
and at its own expense enlarge or modify San Luis Dam and Reservoir and 
other facilities to be used jointly by the State and the United States, but 
the performance of such work shall be so carried on as not to interfere with 
the operation of the San Luis unit for the purposes set forth in section 1 
of this Act: 

(d) the State shall pay annually an appropriate service charge in con- 
nection with, and/or an appropriate share of the operation, maintenance 
and replacement costs of, those features of the San Luis unit which are used 
or designed to be used jointly by the United States and the State and any 
other features of the Central Valley project which are of service to the State; 

(e) upon completion of repayment of those portions of the reimbursable 
Federal costs of constructing the Central Valley project which are assignable 
to the San Luis unit, title to the facilities of the San Luis unit shall, upon 
request of the State, be conveyed to the State. Upon such conveyance, the 
State shall assume the obligation and responsibility of providing water 
service to the users of San Luis unit service area ; 

(f) promptly after execution of this agreement between the Secretary 
and the State, the State shall convey to the United States title to any lands, 
easements, and rights-of-way which it then owns and which are required for 
facilities of the San Luis unit to be used jointly by the United States and 
the State. The State shall be given credit for the costs of these lands, ease- 
ments, and rights-of-way toward its share of the construction cost of the 
San Louis unit. The State shall likewise be given credit for any funds 
advanced by it to the Secretary for preparation of designs and specifications 
or for any other work in connection with the San Luis unit; 

(g) the United States shall have unrestricted use of such capacities in 
the works of the San Luis unit which are used jointly by the United States 
and the State as shall be required to carry out the purposes of section 1 of 
this Act. Such unrestricted use shall extend throughout the repayment 
— and so long thereafter as title to the works remains in the United 

tates ; 
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(h) the State shall have unrestricted use of the remainder of the capac- 
ity of San Luis Reservoir and of other jointly used facilities for water service 
outside the San Luis unit service area solely under the jurisdiction of the 
State ; 

(i) the Secretary may turn over to the State the care, operation, and 
maintenance of any works of the San Luis unit which are used jointly by 
the United States and the State at such time and under such conditions as 
shall be agreed upon by the Secretary and the State; 

(j) notwithstanding transfer of title or of the care, operation, and main- 
tenance of any works to the State, as hereinbefore provided, any organiza- 
tion which has theretofore entered into a contract with the United States 
under the Reclamation Project Act of 1989 for a water supply through the 
works of the San Luis unit shall continue to have and to enjoy the same 
rights which it would have had under its contract with the United States 
and the provisions of paragraph (4) of section 1 of the Act of July 2, 1956 
(70 Stat. 483, 43 U. S. C. 485h-1) in the absence of such transfer, and its 
enjoyment of such rights shall be without added cost or other detriment 
arising from such transfer ; 

(k) if a nonreimbursable allocation to the preservation and propagation 
of fish and wildlife has been made as provided in section 2 of the Act of 
August 14, 1946 (60 Stat. 1080, 16 U. S. C. 662), the features of the unit to 
which such allocation is attributable shall, notwithstanding transfer of 
title or of the care, operation, and maintenance to the State, be operated 
and maintained in such wise as to retain the bases upon which such alloca- 
tion is premised and, upon failure so to operate and maintain those features, 
the amount allocated thereto shall become a reimbursable cost to be paid 
by the State. 

Sec. 4. In constructing, operating, and maintaining a drainage system for the 
San Luis unit, the Secretary is authorized to permit the use thereof by other 
parties under contracts conforming generally to the provisions of the Federal 
reclamation laws with respect to irrigation repayment or service contracts and 
is further authorized to enter into agreements and participate in construction 
and operation of drainage facilities designed to serve the general area of which 
the lands to be served by the San Luis unit are a part, to the extent the works 
authorized in section 1 of this Act contribute to drainage requirements of said 
area. The Secretary is also authorized to permit the use of the irrigation 
facilities of the San Luis unit, including its facilities for supplying pumping 
energy, under contracts entered into pursuant to section 1 of the Act of February 
21, 1911 (36 Stat. 925, 43 U. S. C. 523). 

Sec. 5. The Secretary is authorized, in connection with the San Luis unit, to 
construct minimum basic public recreational facilities and to arrange for the 
operation and maintenance of the same by the State or an appropriate local 
agency or organization. The cost of such facilities shall be nonreturnable and 
nonreimbursable under the Federal reclamation laws. 

Src. 6. There is hereby authorized to be appropriated for construction of the 
works of the San Luis unit authorized by this Act, other than distribution sys- 
tems and drains, the sum of ——----—————_, plus such additional amount, if 
any as may be required by reason of changes in costs of construction of the 
types involved in the San Luis unit as shown by engineering indices. There are 
also authorized to be appropriated, in addition thereto, such amounts as are 
required (a) for construction of such distribution systems and drains as are 
a constructed by local interests, and (b) for operation and maintenance of 

e unit. 





DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY, 
Washington, D. C., June 28, 1957. 
Hon. JAMes E. Murray, 
Chairman, Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, 
United States Senate, Washington, D.C. 

Dear SENATOR Murray: A report has been requested from this Department on 
S. 1887, a bill to authorize the Secretary of the Interior to construct the San 
Luis unit of the Central Valley project, California, to enter into an agreement 
with the State of California with respect to the construction and operation of such 
unit, and for other purposes. 
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We recommend that S. 1887 be enacted. 

This bill, if enacted, will permit the carrying out of the proposals made in 
this Department’s project-planning report on the San Luis unit, Central Valley 
project, dated August 1, 1956. After clearance through the Bureau of the Budget, 
copies of this report were transmitted to the President of the Senate on Decem- 
ber 17, 1956, and were referred to your committee. 

Section 1 of S. 1887 provides for Federal construction of the San Luis unit 
works. This unit is on the west side of the San Joaquin River Basin along the 
eastern flank of the Coast Range. The lands to be served are in western Merced, 
Fresno, and Kings Counties in a strip about 65 miles long and 13 miles wide, with 
the central portion about 30 miles southwest of Fresno. 

The primary purpose of the unit, which would be integrated both physically 
and financially with the overall Central Valley project, is the preservation and 
expansion of irrigation in the unit area through the importation of water from 
the Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta. Some domestic and municipal water also 
would be supplied. The San Luis Reservoir would meet an important local recre- 
ation need. Preservation and propagation of fish and wildlife resources also 
would be a project purpose. 

Currently there are more than 400,000 acres within the unit area developed 
for irrigation. These acres are served by pumping from ground water which 
is seriously being overdrawn and lowered so that in any one year only a portion 
of the developed acreage actually received water. The artesian water table has 
for years been dropping at an alarming rate, and it is estimated that under 
present conditions only 148,000 acres ultimately could be sustained in irrigation. 
An imported water supply is necessary to maintain even the present agricultural 
economy. Great improvement to the economy would be experienced by impor- 
tation of this larger water supply. Domestic and municipal water supplies are 
also deficient. Bxisting supplies for these purposes are of poor quality, and, 
in the case of the municipality of Coalinga, potable water must be imported by 
railroad tank cars. The plan proposed would alleviate the domestic and munici- 
pal water problems. 

The general plan provides for the utilization of surplus flows from the delta 
area which, when supplemented by ground water, would provide a full irrigation 
water supply for 440,000 acres out of a gross service area of about 500,000 acres. 
It is estimated that 1,126,000 acre-feet of water from the main San Luis Canal 
plus 540,000 acre-feet from ground-water pumping would be required for unit 
purposes. All would be utilized for irrigation except 22,600 acre-feet and 17,400 
acre-feet which would be used for, respectively, municipal and domestic farm 
uses. 

The proposed plan would utilize off-season capacity of the existing Tracy 
pumping plant and Delta-Mendota Canal to deliver surplus delta water to the 
proposed San Luis pumping plant forebay. From there the water would be 
pumped for storage into the proposed 1-million-acre-foot capacity San Luis Res- 
ervoir and for late delivery to the lands to be served. (It may be noted, in 
addition, that our plans call for the release of water from San Luis Reservoir to 
meet part of the demands in the Delta-Mendota Canal area in critical dry years 
when shortages would be shared by all Central Valley project water users.) 
When possible during the irrigation season, water would be pumped directly 
into the proposed 104-mile-long San Luis Canal for delivery to the unit distri- 
bution system. At mile 76 on the San Luis Canal, the proposed Pleasant Valley 
pumping plant would lift water into the proposed Pleasant Valley Canal to serve 
some of the higher elevation lands at the southern end of the unit area. An 
electrical distribution system to serve unit pumps; channels, levees, and flood 
works to protect project features; and relift pumps on the high sides of the 
main canals would also be required unit works. 

In addition to these major works, which are recommended for Federal con- 
struction, a distribution system, an adequate drainage system, and deep wells 
for ground-water pumping would be required. The last of these three items is 
proposed for non-Federal construction. The first two are recommended for 
either non-Federal or Federal construction. Suitable arrangement for their 
accomplishment prior to initiation of construction will be necessary to assure 
the success of the overall unit. 

Section 1 of S. 1887 also provides that “construction of the San Luis unit shall 
not be commenced until the Secretary has secured, or has satisfactory assurances 
of his ability to secure, all rights to the use of water which are necessary to 
carry out the purposes of the unit and the terms and conditions of this act.” 
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In view of the uncertainties created by certain recent decisions of the California 
Supreme Court which are now before the United States Supreme Court for 
review, this is an eminently wise provision. 

Sections 2 and 3 of S. 1887 deal with the making of an agreement between 
the State of California and the United States under which the San Luis unit 
works would be designed, constructed (either initially or later), and operated 
to permit their use by the State for delivering water to areas beyond the San 
Luis unit service area. Under the agreement contemplated by the bill, the 
State, among other things, would also make available to the United States a 
proper share of the funds needed for construction of the enlarged works; would 
transfer to the Government such lands and interests as it owns and as are 
required for joint facilities; would pay either an appropriate share of the 
operation and maintenance costs of San Luis unit works constructed or designed 
to be constructed for joint use and of other Central Valley project works which 
are of service to it or would pay a service charge in connection therewith; 
would be entitled to have transferred to it title to the San Luis unit works after 
repayment of the Central Valley costs assigned to the unit is completed; and 
would, if it takes title to the unit works or if their care, operation, and mainte- 
nance are transferred to it, also take over, in effect, the obligations of the United 
States with respect to water service. 

Provision for such an agreement, the terms of which will necessarily have to 
be negotiated in detail, is satisfactory to this Department and will, it is believed, 
go a long way toward resolving potential conflicts of interest which earlier 
review of the planning report by the State revealed. 

Section 4 of S. 1887 deals principally with the construction of a drainage 
system for the San Luis unit and provides for the use of the system by others. 
While the provisions of the first sentence of this section (p. 7, line 23, through 
p. 8, line 8) are adequate to serve the San Luis unit and would not be objected to 
by this Department, it should be pointed out that the State of California is 
contemplating a master drainage plan for the entire west side of the San Joaquin 
Valley. In order to permit better coordination of the San Luis project drainage 
needs with this plan, we recommend that consideration be given to broadening 
the scope of this sentence by substituting for that portion of it which begins with 
“to enter” at the end of line 3, page 8, and closes with line 8 of the same page, 
language along the following lines: “to construct, operate, and maintain and to 
participate with others in the construction, operation, and maintenance of drain- 
age facilities to serve the general area of which the lands to be served by the 
San Luis unit are a part. No such construction or participation in construction 
which involves the expenditure of Federal funds shall be undertaken by the 
Secretary, however, until a contract or contracts conforming generally to the 
provisions of the Federal reclamation laws and providing, among other things, 
for the advance or repayment to the United States of its expenditures therefor 
shall have been entered into.” 

As is indicated in the planning report, to which reference has been made above, 
our studies show that the unit is economically feasible and has a very favorable 
benefit-cost ratio. The present indicated cost of the major works is about $305 
million, and we suggest that the blank in line 24, page 8, of the bill be filled in 
with the expression “$305 million (January 1957 prices). Virtually all of these 
costs are reimbursable. All those that are would be returned within 50 years 
from the time the San Luis unit goes into operation. Any additional costs 
incurred for distribution systems would be covered by the usual 40-year repay- 
ment-type contract. 

The data called for by Public Law 801, 84th Congress, are attached for your 
information. 

The Bureau of the Budget has advised that there would be no objection to the 
submission of this report to your committee. 

Sincerely yours, 


Rocer C. Ernst, 
Assistant Secretary of the Interior. 
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Estimated additional man-years of civilian employment and expenditures for the 
first 5 years of proposed new or expanded programs 




















1957 1958 1959 1960 1961 
Estimated additional man-years of civilian em- 
ployment: 
Executive direction: 
ad cit ideas cba balelnn niles isetibies al anin athe 1 1 1 1 
hs peeiibins Miemabenanceniaens itancd 1 1 1 1 
Total, executive direction...............|--..-- 2 2 2 2 
Administrative services and support: 
bene do nos diablipp odieckvenlacwetoniwont 3 3 3 
Salsa etetlc hd namkakkuctiepadbhceMalvdncyeuacess 7 7 7 
Property mManagement_.............- eta pin wigs = aes 6 6 6 
et ininnisibbs hotness tier neneeanas 4 4 4 
Total, administrative services and 
ee citanl Ankita na sakes cane alan ccthleedn bende 0 20 20 20 
Substantive (program): 
Nee dw eneanaewnnin 10 30 30 30 
eR le Sh lias Sp apawelenimewt 15 59 59 59 
CN ei enti ne waidan dbomen 5 5 5 5 
‘Tee, nate. sn ik cee 30 94 94 94 
Total, estimated additional man-years 
of civilian employment.--...........-}------ 32 116 116 116 
Estimated additional expenditures: 
NII ec ceneawbeeancnaldebenie $176, 000 $638, 000 $638, 000 $638, 000 
PP aitichbickin dis idccediigiinatpbieddecaln sivwcn 2,000,000 | 8,275,000 | 23,178,000 | 27, 826,000 
Total, estimated additional expenditures--.-.|...... 2,176,000 | 8,913,000 | 23, 816,000 | 28, 464, 000 





EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT, 
BUREAU OF THE BUDGET, 
Washington, D. C., July 2, 1957. 
Hon. James BD. Murray, 
Chairman, Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, 
United States Senate, Washington, D.C. 


My Dear Mr. CHarrmAn: This is in reply to your letter of April 22, 1957, 
requesting the comments of the Bureau of the Budget on S. 1887, a bill to 
authorize the Secretary of the Interior to construct the San Luis unit of the 
Central Valley project, Calif., to enter into an agreement with the State of 
California with respect to the construction and operation of such unit, and for 
other purposes. 

The provisions of S. 1887 would authorize the Secretary of the Interior to 
construct the San Luis unit either as a part of the Federal Central Valley 
project or as a feature of the Feather River project of the State of California. 
The area to which irrigation service would be provided by the United States 
would be the same in either case, and we understand that the Federal invest- 
ment would be approximately the same. However, under the terms of the bill, 
the unit, if integrated with the Feather River project, could be operated and 
maintained by the State of California and, after the reimbursable costs had 
been returned to the United States, title to the facilities could be conveyed to 
the State. 

The Department of the Interior, in its proposed report on H. R. 6035, an 
identical bill, recommends enactment of that measure. The Department sug- 
gests that consideration be given to broadening the scope of the authority pro- 
vided by section 4 to construct or cooperate in the construction of drainage 
facilities. The Bureau of the Budget would have no objection to such an 
amendment. 

Section 5 would authorize nonreimbursable expenditures for the provision of 
minimum basic recreational facilities. The Bureau of the Budget believes that 
the costs of such facilities should be treated as part of the overall costs and 
allocated to the basic purposes of the project. 

The Bureau of Budget believes that close Federal-State cooperation in the 
development of the San Luis unit is necessary for maximum utilization of the 
water resources of California. 
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Accordingly, we suggest that the committee give consideration to amending 
the bill to require that, in the event the unit is constructed as a part of the 
Central Valley project, the basic designs make provision for possible future 
expansion. 

Subject to the committee’s consideration of the above comments, and the 
amendment suggested by the Department of the Interior in its proposed report 
on H. R. 6035, the Bureau of the Budget recommends enactment of S. 1887. 

Sincerely yours, 
Rosert BH. MERRIAM, 
Assistant Director. 

Senator Anperson. On May 11, 12, and 14, 1956, the subcommittee 
held hearings on the San Luis portion of S. 178. At that hearing, 
a wealth of engineering, technical, and economic data was presented 
and has been printed. 

These hearings will be incorporated in the record by reference. 

The subcommittee also has printed proofs of hearings held by the 
House Interior Committee on companion bills to authorize the San 
Luis unit. These will also be incorporated in the record by reference 
when printed copies are available. 

In order to conserve the time of witnesses, as well as the members 
of the subcommittee, witnesses are requested to refer to previous 
testimony at one or the other, or both hearings, and avoid repetition 
wherever possible. Statements will be printed in full, as made avail- 
able by witnesses, who may desire to brief their presentations. 

The presently estimated cost of the San Luis unit is $290,430,000. 
This represents an increase of $61,300,000 from 1956 cost estimates. 

Mr. Secretary, I hope you have a chance to comment on the reduced 
prices that have been obtained on construction contracts in the last 
last few months and particularly some in the last few weeks, which 
were way down. 

Approximately $29 million of the increase is due to rises in con- 
struction cost levels and the remaining $32 million is attributable 
to change in plans to provide for off-peak pumping facilities. 

I come back to that $29 million increase in the cost of construction 
levels, and I hope the Bureau of Reclamation is prepared to testify 
that there is now a decrease in construction-cost levels because every 
recent contract has shown a decrease so far as I know. 

If they have other information, this would be a good time to bring 
it forward. 

Witnesses for the Department of the Interior and State of Cali- 
fornia will develop details of the physical and economic plan. Other 
witnesses will be heard who have filed requests or who may indicate 
a desire to make a presentation. 

Several companion bills on the San Luis unit have been introduced 
in the House of Representatives. Sponsors of these measures have 
been invited to make statements if they desire. 

Senator Knowland is at the White House this morning. We will 
mr from the Senator when he comes back. He is the cosponsor 
of it. 

The junior Senator of California, Mr. Kuchel, a cosponsor, is a 
member of the Senate committee and is invited to make any state- 
ment that he desires. I am informed he is at a breakfast for Repub- 
lican women. 

Congressman Sisk, we will start off on the right foot this morning 
with you. 








8 SAN LUIS UNIT—CENTRAL VALLEY PROJECT 


We are glad to have you come over here. You have been here sev- 
eral times, and we are always happy to have you. 


STATEMENT OF HON. B. F. SISK, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS 
FROM THE 12TH DISTRICT OF CALIFORNIA 


Representative Sisk. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

I have just a short statement which I would like to submit for the 
record, Mr. Chairman. 

I might preface this statement, Mr. Chairman, by saying that I, 
of course, am not going into any general discussion, but will simply 
try to indicate the extreme importance of this legislation for Cali- 
fornia, and, of course, particularly for the Central Valley area. 

I appreciate this opportunity, Mr. Chairman, to express my views 
to the committee on the San Luis project, as set forth in S. 1887, which 
was introduced by your distinguished colleagues from California, 
Senators Knowland, and Kuchel, and in which the people of my 
district are deeply and primarily concerned. 

I know you will understand its importance to them when I state 
simply: If we have this water we will keep 500,000 acres under 
intensive cultivation and we will gain fine people, homes, prosperous 
communities, and small businesses growing out of a stable agricultural 
economy. If we don’t have this water at the earliest moment, we will 
lose 500,000 acres of land now producing crops valued at more than 
$50 million a year and have in place of it half a million acres of desert. 

The legislation before your committee was drafted jointly by au- 
thorized representatives of the State of California and the Depart- 
ment of the Interior. It represents a plan and program for joint 
oN ment of San Luis these agencies say is practical, fair, and 

ssible. 

P They both endorse it and these are the agencies charged with the 
responsibility of building and operating the works to extend the 
maximum benefit to the greatest number of people. 

It may be that they will now find amendments clarifying and im- 
proving their original draft. If so, I certainly would favor such 
amendments. 

This proposal, if enacted, will mark a milestone in reclamation 
progress. It will authorize and give sanction to the cooperation of 
the Federal Government with States and local agencies in joint devel- 
opment of the water resources of the West. 

This is such a tremendous and costly job we cannot afford to turn 
down or refuse such cooperation. It may well be, if this authoriza- 
tion is passed, that other States and localities will move toward the 
same type of partnership program. This could ultimately result in 
increased development with lesser Federal costs. 

I most urgently request your favorable a on this legislation 
which is of vital importance to the people of my district and State, 
and thus, to the people of the entire country, who have a stake in the 
welfare and advancement of every section. 

Mr. Chairman, as I say, that is a very brief statement simply setting 
forth the importance in our area without going into the ramifications 
of the project, which I am sure will be developed by others. 

Senator Anperson. Thank you very much. 

Representative Sisk. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
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Senator Anperson. Our next witness is Assistant Secretary of In- 
terior, Secretary Aandahl. 

Governor Aandahl has appeared before us many times and I know 
that you recognize you are in the hands of friends, this morning, Mr. 
Secretary. 


STATEMENTS OF FRED G. AANDAHL, ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF 
THE INTERIOR (WATER AND POWER); AND NEWCOMB B. BEN- 
NETT, JR., CHIEF, DIVISION OF PROJECT DEVELOPMENT, BUREAU 
OF RECLAMATION, DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 


Mr. AanpDAHL. It is a pleasure to be here, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Anperson. Mr. Secretary, you heard the statement I made 
a moment ago about this rising-cost question. You may not have 
covered that in your prepared statement, but I do wish you would give 
me a list of the recent bids on these construction projects, because, 
as you know, the bid we had on the Glen Canyon Dam was substantially 
down. 

The bid on the access roads to the Navaho Dam is down 26 percent, 
and all these bids have been headed downward recently. 

I just hope the trend continues, and I just wondered what figures 
you had that would either sustain or refute the impression that there 
was not 2 months ago a rise in construction costs. 

You can cover that in your own way. 

Mr. Aanpaut. I have not made reference to it in my prepared re- 
marks. As soon as you raised the question I asked our people to start 
checking with the office, and we hope to have some information for you 
a little later. 

(The information is as follows :) 


CONSTRUCTION COSTS 


Reclamation construction costs increased about 5 percent during 1957. This 
increase was principally due to increased costs of labor and construction ma- 
terials and equipment. It is expected that the basic costs of construction will 
continue to increase as the result of built-in provisions of labor contracts nego- 
tiated during recent years, which guarantee annual increases in wages of about 
6 percent. Recent increases in such construction materials as cement, steel, 
construction machinery and equipment are also to be fully reflected in construc- 
tion costs. a 

There are no currently visible factors which would indicate that construction 
costs have been depressed by the recent softening of business conditions. If 
there is any reduction in bids received for construction work it is more likely 
due to the fact that many large contractors have acquired considerable quantities 
of construction equipment in anticipation of work under the expanded highway 
program and now are finding it necessary to seek other means of putting this 
equipment to work. We have recently experienced a greater degree of competi- 
tion among contractors in bidding for our work and this, more than any other 
factor, has been responsible for somewhat lower bids on some jobs than would 
normally be expected. 

As the present lull in the construction industry passes and the prospective 
amount of heavy construction work becomes available we expect that contract 
prices will continue to reflect further increases in labor costs and potential 
material prices. 


Senator ANperson. Go right ahead. 
Mr. Aanpant. It is a pleasure to appear before your committee this 


morning to discuss the San Luis unit of the Central Valley project 
and the manner in which it fits into the overall California water plan 
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for development of the water and land resources of that State. I will 
not attempt a detailed description of the San Luis development in my 
testimony, as that information has been given to the committee in 
previous testimony. 

On December 17, 1956, Secretary Seaton transmitted to the Con- 
gress for its information his report on the San Luis unit as an interim 
report, in advance of recommendations for legislative action. 

e stated in that report that— 
negotiations with the State of California concerning possible means of integrat- 
ing the San Luis unit with the proposed Feather River project of the State are 
proceeding at the present time and their outcome will be instrumental in shaping 
the recommendations that this Department will make when authorizing legisla- 
tion for the San Luis unit is considered by the Congress. 

Following submission of this report to the Congress, numerous 
meetings were held with State, local, and congressional representatives 
concerning acceptable means of coordinating the proposed San Luis 
and Feather River developments. 

These meetings disclosed that there are no major engineering ob- 
stacles to integration as the Bureau and State engineers are in close 
agreement as to the physical works required. 

The question of how integration can best be accomplished then is one 
involving policy rather than engineering considerations. 

These also have been fully discussed by interested parties and the 
draft of legislation before you was negotiated by Federal, State, and 
local interests in which responsible officials of the Department of the 
Interior participated. Accordingly, on June 28, 1957, this Depart- 
ment reported to you favorably on S. 1887. 

The Central Valley project was first authorized by Congress to 
include Shasta and Keswick Dams and powerplants, the Delta Cross- 
Channel, Contra Costa Canal, Delta-Mendota Canal and Friant Dam, 
Friant-Kern Canal, and Madera Canal. 

The project was reauthorized in 1940 to include distribution systems 
from the main canals. In October 1949, Congress reauthorized the 

roject to include the American River features, and in 1950 to add the 
Reaaieae River Canals. In 1955 the Trinity River division of the 
project was reauthorized. 

The next large area with a critical immediate need for additional 
supplemental water supplies lies on the west side of the San Joaquin 
Valley, part of which, the San Luis area, is proposed for development 
under legislation now before the committee. 

In its relation to the Central Valley project the San Luis unit 
would be a further stage in the process of capturing winter waters in 
northern California, and, after meeting needs there, transferring the 
surplus to water-short areas to the south. 

This is the purpose of the irrigation features of the Central Valley 
project as planned by State and Federal agencies over the last 35 years. 
It has been and is being planned and constructed in stages to meet the 
needs of various localities as these needs develop, and, at the same time, 
it is being designed to fit into plans for future use in other areas. The 
plans for the San Luis unit are an example of the way in which the 
existing project facilities can assist future expansion of the project 
area. 

In addition to possible changes in the plan to accommodate full 
integration with the Feather River project, the Bureau of Reclama- 
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tion contemplates one important change in the plan of development 
and operation of the San Luis unit to take advantage of the offer by 
the Pacific Gas & Electric Co. to exchange energy on a more favorable 
basis than possible under present contracts. 

Studies show that it would be economical to invest additional funds 
for a forebay to the San Luis pumps and for enlargement of the 
capacity of those pumps to permit use of offpeak energy for pumping. 
This additional cost, coupled with the estimated cost of the original 
report plan indexed to present-day construction costs, results in a cur- 
rent estimated cost of the San Luis unit of $290,430,000, exclusive of 
distribution and drainage systems. 

New payout studies, based on these costs and presently estimated 
costs of the Trinity River division, show that project costs can be fully 
returned during a 50-year repayment period, either under all-Federal 
development or joint development of the Trinity River division, with 
surplus revenues in amounts of $67,195,000 under all-Federal develop- 
ment of the Trinity River division and $207,124,000 under joint devel- 
opment of that division. 

The distribution and drainage system costs are now estimated to be 
$192,650,000. These costs would be repaid by the local districts under 
separate contracts if constructed by the United States. Addition of 
the San Luis unit to the Central Valley project will, of course, have an 
impact on electric-power service available to preference agencies from 
the Central Valley project. 

If the Trinity power facilities are constructed by the Federal Gov- 
ernment, the preference-agency load served would decrease from 
650,000 kilowatts to 470,000 kilowatts. If the Trinity plants are con- 
structed by Pacific Gas & Electric Co., the preference-agency load 
served would drop from 400,000 kilowatts to approximately 290,000 
kilowatts, the amount required to serve only the Sacramento Munic- 
ipal Utility District and other minor contracts. 

These decreases in service to preference agencies were, of course, 
taken into consideration in the payout demonstrations previously men- 
tioned. Under either circumstance of Trinity power development, we 
support approval of the San Luis unit and leave selection between 
the alternatives for power production to the hearings on Trinity River 
division legislation and subsequent action by the Congress. 

Much of the service area fo the San Lis unit is now in lar 
ownerships. Westlands Water District, which includes two-thirds 
of the entire San Luis water area, is mindful of the provisions of 
reclamation law with regard to acreage limitations in single owner- 
ships. Members of that district, in appearing before your commit- 
tee in May of 1956, indicated their willingness to comply with those 
provisions of reclamation law. 

However, the Southern Pacific Railroad Co., which owns approx- 
imately 120,000 acres of land in the service area, 65,000 of which are 
in the Westlands district, informed the Bureau of Reclamation by 
letter of October 1, 1956, that it was “not prepared to commit these 
lands for sale under the usual Bureau of Reclamation recordable 
contract.” 

The company further stated that it neither sought nor expected 
any Federal subsidy in the form of 40-year interest-free money, but 
was willing to pay its fair share of the irrigation benefits, provided 
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the capital and operating costs are such that the land and crops can 
afford to do so. The legislation which we recommend be enacted 
requires compliance with the land-limitation provisions of reclama- 
tion law. 

Senator Anperson. What would the Southern Pacific pay on? The 
amount assigned to irrigation, or the amount of actual cost of irriga- 
tion? We understand what the cost is, but we assign a great deal 
of that to power revenues. Would they pay on the remaining portion, 
or on the full cost ? 

Mr. Aanpaunt, I don’t think any understanding has been worked 
out as to what might be done there. 

Senator Anperson. Will it be necessary to question Southern Pa- 
cific on what they mean, or do they pretty well know it is the amount 
we to irrigation that they expect to pay ¢ 

r. AANDABL. The legislation that we are recommending, as it is 
drafted, would require compliance with the acreage-limitation law. 
If there is going to be any modification of that, that would be a matter 
for additional consideration. We have not worked out any arrange- 
ment with the Southern Pacific for handling that matter. 

Senator Anprerson. You would recommend, then, if the bill was 
passed, that it pass with the regular minimum requirements in it? 

Mr. Aanpant. That has been the position the Department has 
taken. However, we are calling attention to the fact that there is this 
particular problem, and it should have further consideration. 

Senator Anperson. Would the Ivanhoe case, now pending in the 
Supreme Court, have any bearing on this? 

Mr, AanpAnt. It would have a bearing on the validation of a re- 
payment contract. It is a matter that would have to be cleared up 
one way or the other before we could proceed with construction. 

Senator Anperson. The project would have to be held up until 
that matter was resolved? I assume that is what you just said. 

Mr. Aanpanu. Yes; I think, in this project, where all of the fa- 
cilities are specifically for the purpose of irrigation, it would not be 
advisable to proceed with the main structure unless we were assured 
of a repayment contract. 

Senator Kucuex. I hope, however, that the implications of your 
statements, Mr. Secretary, are not to be construed as opposing any 
reclamation development in California pending any final outcome 
of the so-called Ivanhoe decision. 

Mr. Aanpauw. That would depend on the characteristics of the 
individual projects that were involved. If we were dealing with a 
large storage reservoir that had multiple uses, I think we could pro- 

with that and take care of the diversion facilities at some subse- 
quent time. But here we have a project that, as I view it, is primarily 
and exclusively, in the size that is being proposed for Federal financ- 
ing, solely for the purpose of irrigation, and I think that we would 
have to have the repayment contract cleared up before we could pro- 
ceed with construction. 

Senator Anperson. You say that this needs to be done selectively. 
You do not just lay down a flat rule that you reject them all? You 
will just reject those where the case is of overriding importance ? 

Mr. Aanpaut. That is correct. 

Senator Kucuer.. Mr. Chairman, again on that point, the United 
States Supreme Court has scheduled hearings on the Ivanhoe decision 
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in April, which, I assume, means that sometime during the fall sitting 
of the Court a final judgment would be rendered there. Would it be 
the position of the Department that, if the State supreme court deci- 
sion in that case were to be upheld, it would have a Cepia on future 
reclamation projects in California of the type of this one? 

Mr. Aanpaut. Yes; I think it would have appreciable bearing on 
it, and I also think that both the State and the Federal Government 
would be immediately concerned about remedial measures. I would 
not expect that there would be an indefinite delay or postponement of 
reclamation work in the State of California. I think an answer is 
going to be worked out, and I might also say that I do not think that 
that is a question that needs to delay the authorization of the San 
Luis project. 

I think we can proceed with the authorization understanding what 
needs to be done before construction can start. 

Senator Anperson. Yes, I would not interpret your remarks as 
having to do with the authorizing legislation. You referred only to 
the construction work of the project. 

Mr. Aanpant. That is correct. 

Senator Anperson. I think there is a good deal of merit in what 

ou say. After all, if I was in the automobile finance business and 
ending money on cars, and the State supreme court held that you 
could not take a man’s automobile away from him because he could 
not make a payment, I would go out of the automobile finance business 
pretty quick voluntarily or otherwise, and I think it is important for 
us to consider. 

If you cannot force these repayment contracts in the State of Cali- 
fornia, it does make a difference to the Federal Government. 

Proceed, Mr. Secretary. 

Mr. Aanpaut. In the Department’s report on S. 1887, we called 
attention to the requirement in section 1 providing that construction 
of the San Luis unit shall not be commenced until the Secretary has 
secured, or has satisfactory assurances of his ability to secure, all 
rights to the use of water Sauk are necessary to carry out the purpose 
of the unit and the terms and conditions of the tet. 

In view of the uncertainties created by recent decisions of the 
California Supreme Court, I wish to reiterate our opinion as to the 
desirability and wisdom of this provision. 

S. 1887, section 3, sets forth several provisions and principles to 
guide preparation of an agreement between the United States and 
the State of California for coordinated operation and joint use of the 
facilities of the San Luis unit. 

In many respects these provisions and principles contain the heart 
of the proposal for joint development. Among other things, they 
contain safeguards to assure operation of the San Luis unit as 
planned to thus protect the Federal investment during the repayment 

eriod. 
. We regard such provisions as of basic importance to Federal par- 
ticipation in any joint development of the San Luis unit. 

S. 1887 was drafted to reflect carefully worked-out agreements be- 
tween Federal, State, and local interests on an acceptable form of a 
coordinated San Luis unit development. 


23863—58——2 
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Further discussions by these interests during the past 2 months in- 
dicate that refinements of or alternatives to S. 1887 will be presented 
to your committee during this hearing. 

Although we believe S. 1887 presents a satisfactory framework 
for Federal participation in joint development of the San Luis unit, 
we will, of course, be glad to consider fully any new refinements or 
suggested means to accomplish joint development. 

eestor Anperson. Right there, Mr. Secretary, if these alternatives 
are brought in, this involves some $300 million and we would have 
the right, I am sure, to submit those to you and get your comments, 
and on any of the alternatives that are proposed. 

Mr. Aanpauu. Yes, we would be very glad to review them and 
comment on them. 

Senator Anperson. It is a rather substantial sum of money. Back 
on page 3, in your prepared statement, you indicate that new payroll 
studies show the project costs could be determined during the 50-year 
payment period either under all-Federal development or joint de- 
velopment of the Trinity River division with surplus revenues in the 
amount of $67 million under all-Federal development of the Trinity 
River division and $207 million under joint development of that 
division. 

Are there not some other figures that would come in there as to 
the extra cost to the taxpayers under those circumstances? It is 
not all black and white. 

Mr. Aanpautu. There is a complete analysis of that associated with 
the hearing on the Trinity project itself. 

Senator Anpverson. Yes. I just did not want this statement to 
stand here to look as if it was going to cost $140 million more to have 
Federal development. It costs money to do it either way, does it not? 
You just take it out of a different pocket. You do not have to 
comment. 

Mr. Aanpaunt. Yes, sir. The total costs of the project are, I was 
going to say, the same under either arrangement. I do not think I 
would be correct in making that statement, because there will prob- 
ably be some difference between Federal cost of power facilities. 

enator Anperson. Could we say it this way: That the construc- 
tion cost is going to be the same whether it is done by private or with 
other funds? The private companies will install their own equip- 
ment and we will assume it will be equivalent to what the Federal 
Government would put in. 

Can they buy a generator cheaper than the Federal Government 
can buy one? 

Mr. Aanpaut. I started out to say that the costs would be the same 
irrespective of who built it. Then I backed away from it because 
I am not sure that the costs would be the same to private enterprise 
as they would be to the Federal Government. There may be some 
difference. 

Senator Anperson. You do not regard them as substantial ? 

Mr. Aanpant. I would not think there would be a great deal of 
difference. 

Senator Anperson. In reference to this hearing, the Secretary 
wrote a letter saying he was going to be away, and he said: 
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We have not completed our report on H. R. 9969 which embodies the so-called 
Kern County concept but we will be prepared to testify as to the Department’s 
views on that concept at the hearing. 

I wonder if we could have some testimony on that. 

Mr. Aanpant. I would say, in general terms, that the Department 
would be very pleased to proceed under the general type of arrange- 
ment that is proposed by the Kern County group, and that is one 
in which the reservoir would be constructed by the State of Cali- 
fornia and the Bureau of Reclamation would be responsible for the 
distribution system, if the irrigation district wanted it constructed 
by the Bureau of Reclamation. We are very, very glad to be a part 
of a joint project where a major portion of the responsibility is 
picked up by the local groups. 

There are, however, a number of factors associated with that 
arrangement that need to be carefully analyzed. 

Senator ANperson. It would depend on whether or not the State 
of California came in here and testified it wanted to build this itself 
and that it did not need the Federal money ? 

Mr. Aanpant. That is correct. That type of arrangement where 
the State wants to pick up additional amounts of construction respon- 
sibility is one that is very appealing to us. 

Senator ANDERSON. You do not object to that? 

Mr. Aanpant. Not at all, providing that the coordinating arrange- 
ments are properly worked out. 

Senator Kucuet. Mr. Secretary, I assume, by reason of the com- 
ments which you have made in your prepared statement with respect 
to the controversy on the development power at Trinity, that it is 
the position of the Department that it favors the San Luis legislation 
now before this committee regardless of how that power controversy 
will be determined by the Congress this year? 

Mr. Aanpanu. That is correct. 

Senator Kucuet. I note that you suggest, on page 3 of your pre- 
pared statement, that— 

In addition to possible changes in the plan to accommodate full integration 
with the Feather River project. 

The Bureau contemplates other changes. 

Would it be the position of the Department that the bill as now 
drafted contemplates full integration with the Feather River project? 

Mr. AANDAHL. Yes, it does. 

Senator Anperson. Do I understand, then, that there is something 
more coming ? 

In addition to possible changes in the plan * * * the Bureau of Reclamation 
contemplates one important change in * * * operation. 

Are you not satisfied with this bill as it is in front of us? 

Mr. Aanpani. Just a moment. The important change that is con- 
templated is the use of offpeak power for project pumping, which is 
described here. 

Senator Anperson. Is the bill the way you want it or not ? 

Mr. Aanpaut. The bill is broad enough so that this modification of 
the plan that was previously submitted could be put into effect under 
the legislation as it is. 

Senator AnpErson. You can handle a modification administra- 
tively? You do not need any change in the language ? 
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Mr. Aanpaut. No. As far as the bill is concerned, it is satisfactory 
but this is a modification from the earlier report that was sent in 
which we are calling to your attention. 

Senator Anperson. And you can do that without change in 


lacgnes' 
r. AANDAHL. Without any change in the authorizing legislation. 

Senator Kucuet. If I am not incorrect, the point which you make 
in this sentence relative to “one important change” contemplates a 
change ae respect to the problem of power as developed at Trinity ; 
is it not 

Mr. Aanpant. No; it is not even dependent on that. We can use 
offpeak power under either type of development of the Trinity project. 

Senator Kucuexr. And i does the one important change here 
allude to? 

Mr. AanpaHt. It alludes to the construction of a forebay and an 
afterbay and some other changes in the facilities to make it possible 
to use offpeak power for project pumping. 

Senator Kucnuex. Regardless of how it were to be finally deter- 
mined by Congress that it would be produced ? 

Mr. Aanpauu. Yes; that is correct. 

Senator Kucuet. Is the feasibility of the project, Mr. Secretary, 
affected by the position, I think unfortunate position, that the Southern 
Pacific Railroad Co. has taken with respect to its excess land holdings? 

Mr. Aanpant. It may be. That land is essential to the full devel- 
eae of the project, and the feasibility is woven into the utilization 
of the water on the full acreage that has been described. 

Senator Kucuet. The railroad has indicated, as you state here, that 
it is not prepared to commit these lands, that is to say, the lands it 
holds there, for sale under the usual Bureau of Reclamation recordable 
contract. 

Then you go on to say: 

The company further stated that it neither sought nor expected any Federal 
subsidy in the form of 40-year interest-free money but was willing to pay its fair 
share of the irrigation benefits provided the capital and operating costs are such 
that the land and crops can afford to do so. 

What does that mean? That the company takes the position that 
after this project is built it will then determine to what extent it would 
participate in contracts to obtain supplemental water ? 

Mr. Aanpaut. We have not gone into any extended negotiation 
with the company, and I am not sure just what they do mean there. 
I would assume that they are probably thinking in terms of a cash 
payment or a payment with interest if they would be given an exemp- 
tion from the acreage limitations provisions. But we have not nego- 
tiated and we do not know exactly what the company might be 
thinking of. 

Senator Kucuet. Has the Congress in all its history ever recog- 
nized that type of ae from reclamation law so that a corpora- 
tion with large land holdings could enter into some interest payment 
arrangement ! 

Mr. Aanpanu. We had it to some extent in the Washoe project 
where the irrigation investment on excess lands is repaid with 
interest. 
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Senator Anperson. Are you referring to a bill that passed here a 
year or 2 years ago? 

Mr. Aanpant. Yes. 

Senator Anperson. I do not think it is comparable at all, do you? 

Mr. Aanpaut. The size of holdings are entirely different. 

Senator AnpeRsoN. Will the Senator from California now yield? 

Senator Kucusz.. Yes, sir. 

Senator Anverson. Is it not true that this total project has costs 
that run nearly $1,000 an acre? 

Mr. Aanpauu. That is correct. 

Senator Anperson. Do I understand that the Southern Pacific Rail- 
road says that if we can prove that the benefits are $1,000 an acre they 
will be happy to pay it and if they cannot they want to stay out? 

Mr. Aanpaut. That is apparently their position. 

Senator Anperson. Of course we cannot show it. You have to take 
the power revenues to get it down to a ry that the average farmer 
can afford to pay, and I am in favor of doing that for the farmer of 
California even when Senator Douglas talks about bananas on Pike’s 
Peak. 

I think it is a desirable thing to say the farmer, “Use these power 
revenues to reduce the construction cost to a figure that you can afford 
to pay.” 

of understand that Southern Pacific says—I would think it would 
be a perfectly fair position on their part—“If you do that and get the 
costs down to $1,000 an acre, we will pay that,” or had we better ask 
the Southern Pacific that question ? 

Mr. AanpAHL. The question had better be asked of the Southern 
Pacific. However, the water users on the San Luis project will repay 
about 76 percent of the total cost. 

Senator Anperson. Not of the total cost. We do not mean they 
will pay $860 an acre. They are not stupid or they would not own 
the ind 

Mr. Aanpaut. That is the information I have here. 

Senator Anperson. They will pay 86 percent of the cost of the 
distribution system. Is that not what they will pay? 

Mr. Aanpaut. No. The information I have is that they will pay 
76 percent of the cost of the supply works; that is, the cost of the 
operation and maintenance and 76 percent of the cost of the supply 
works. 

Senator Anperson. Let’s get to the $290 million. Mr. O’Neill, 
would you be happy to pay an assessment of $860 an acre on land? 

Mr. O’Nett. I do not believe we could do it, Senator. 

Senator Anperson. You would not be the kind of businessman I 
think you are if you offered to do it. You cannot do that. 

What is the 76 percent figure you are talking about? It must be 
the cost of the distribution system, not the dam. Let us reduce it to 
the $290 million. 

Mr. Aanpauu. The information I have before me is that the esti- 
mated cost of the supply works is $290,430,000. 

Senator Anperson. ‘That is right. You mean they are going to pay 
76 percent of that? 

Mr. Aanpanu. And that the repayment of the supply works by the 
irrigators, water users, will be 76 percent, or $215,340,000. 
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Senator Anperson. What is that? 

Mr. AanDAHL. $215,340,000. In addition they will repay the entire 
cost, 100 percent, of the distribution and drainage, which is $192,- 
650,000. 

The total per-acre cost that they will be expected to pay is $36. I 
understand that is the way the project is being planned and offered. 

Senator Anperson. Wait a minute. Thirty-six dollars? 

Mr. Aanpauu. Yes, sir. 

Senator Anperson. How many acres are in this? 

Senator Kucue.. About 400,000 all told. 

Senator Anprrson. Divide 400,000 into $400 million. Roughly that 
comes out to $1,000, does it not? 

Mr. Aanpauu. That is correct. 

Senator Anprerson. Where do you get $36? 

Mr. Aanpauu. Divide that by 50. Your $1,000 is a total over the 
whole period. 

Senator Anprerson. They cannot pay $36 a year for water an acre. 

Mr. AanpAnu. We think they can; yes, sir. That is the repayment 
study we have on the project. 

Senator Anperson. I just want to say if that is the basis we need 
not hold the hearings but just authorize it, because nobody could do 
it. Nobody in the world can pay $36 an acre a year. I have trouble 
paying $4.50. 

ou must be taking power revenues into consideration. 

Mr. Aanvaut. No, sir. This is the payment of the water users, and 
that is the project plan as it has been worked out. 

Senator Anprerson. Do you know any place where the user of water 
pays $36 a year? 

r. AANDAHL. Yes; on the Cachuma project. 

Senator AnpERson. Where is that ? 

Mr. AanpHAu. Down near Santa Barbara, Calif. They are paying 
$25 per acre-foot a year. 

Senator Kucuet. I respectfully suggest that it would not be a com- 
parable situation. Let me ask this question, if I may: What is the 
acre rate of water in the present Central Valley service area? 

Mr. Bennett. $3.50 per acre-foot for the supply works, in addi- 
tion to which those same irrigators pay 100 percent of their distribu- 
tion and drainage cost. 

Senator Kucuen. Why should that not apply, may I inquire, in the 
area contemplated to be covered by the San Luis Reservoir? 

Mr. Bennett. Because of the substantially increased cost of pump- 
ing. This is approximately the $3.50 rate for the canal site plus the 
pumping cost to get the water to the San Luis unit. 

Senator Kucner. When you speak about increased pumping costs, 
what do you base that on? 

Mr. Bennett. It is increased over and above that which the water 
users under the Delta-Mendota Canal are paying for pumping costs. 
In other words, there is a higher lift. You pump from the Tracy 

lant to the Delta-Mendota, and that is repumped into the San Luis 
rvoir. 

Senator Kucuet. Is it not the theory under which the Department 
recommends approval of the San Luis project that it will constitute 
an extension of the Central Valley’s area, and should we not reason- 
ably assume that there will be no differentiation between the treatment 
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which a farmer receives in the Central Valley area merely because he 
is north or south or east or west of the present CVP area? 

Mr. Bennett. This is, Senator, substantially based on that same 
principle. In other words, the irrigators pay all of their operation 
and maintenance costs. That is basic. 

Senator Kucuet. Yes. 

Mr. Bennett. In addition to that, they are paying something on 
construction of the supply works and all of the cost of the distribution 
and drainage. This is the same basic principle. 

The main reason for that difference between $3.50 and $7.50 is the 
added pumping cost, which is a part of operation and maintenance. 
So the same basic principles are being followed. 

Senator Kucuex. If the pumping costs were the result of the Fed- 
eral operation not only of Trinity but of the entire Central Valley 
system, would your figures still be the same with respect to the charges 
against the farmers? 

Mr. Bennett. Yes, sir. The pumping is based upon getting power 
from the Central Valley project. 

Senator Kucuen. Under that it is your estimate again that the 
farmer would have to pay how much for his water? 

Mr. Bennett. The figures come out to $36 per acre. 

Mr. Aanpant. That is how much water each year? 

Mr. Bennett. Roughly around 214. 

Senator ANperson. Acre-feet ? 

Mr. Bennett. Acre-feet. 

It isn’t exactly that. That is what you would pump. It is just a 
little better than 2. 

Senator ANperson. Their payment then will be about $14 million @ 

ear, and the cost to the Government about $12 million a year for 
interest ? 

Mr. Bennett. I haven’t checked that. 

Senator Anperson. So, all they are going to do is pay the interest 
on it for 50 years and then have it cleared up. $36 an acre out of 
400,000 acres is $14,400,000. With 3 percent, which is about what we 
borrow money for, you have another $190 million added in there. 
But on $300 million it is about $9 million a year. 

Mr. Aanpaut. I think that estimate is generally true of all reclama- 
tion projects. 

Senator Anprrson. Yes; it is. I do not question it at all. It 
just looks like an awfully high payment. It may be all right. 

Mr. Bennett. We believe that they can pay that. 

Senator Anperson. There are no power revenues available then to 
pay off this obligation ? 

r. Bennett. Oh, yes, power revenues are paying the difference 
between the $290 million, approximately, and the $215 million, which 
water users pay. Power revenues do pay here approximately $75 
million of the total cost. 

Senator Anprrson. However, that is not the usual proportion, is it? 

Mr. Bennett. Oh, no. Generally it is the reverse in that power 
pays more than the water users. 

r. AanpDAHL. This is the way the project was analyzed in the 
field, and that is the way we had it submitted to us, and that is the 
way we are presenting it to your committee. 
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Senator Anprrson. I am surprised it is that wor a payment. It 
makes the project more attractive, but it does look like a very high 


I would think, though, if the Southern Pacific is going to pay inter- 
est on it, that the would, of course, nearly double their payment. 

Mr. Aanpant. That is correct. 

Mr. Lineweaver. What are the comparable pumping costs—that is 
one way to get at it—in the valley ? 

Mr. Bennett. Comparable to what ? 

Mr. LinEWEAVER. at are the pumping costs in supplying the 
area now ? 

Mr. Bennett. You mean the cost of pumping an acre-foot ? 

Mr. Linewraver. Yes. 

Mr. Bennett. We might have to work that out. 

Senator Anpgerson. Would you send some figures and comment on 
some figures I am going to use now, which may be badly out of line, 
but, if they are going to pay on $215 million and the Southern Pacific 
would be required to pay interest as well. You say they are goin 
to pay $36 based on $215 million—the interest comes into that an 
would raise it approximately $20; so they would have to pay $56 per 
acre per year. 

You say they are going to use 2% acre-feet. That would give you 
a cost of $16.50 an acre-foot for water. What is the average out 
there—$3 or $4, is it not ? 

(The figures and comment were later developed by Mr. Bennett. 


Bee p. 21.) 
r. Bennett. Certainly, not above that. 

Senator Anprrson. That is the payment per acre-foot of water 
delivered. 

Mr. Bennett. I think now, under their present pumping condi- 
tions, they are paying substantially more than that. The set rate in 
that area from the Central Valley project is $3.50 per acre-foot. 

Senator Anprrson. I do not understand. Do you think that $16 is 
smallerthan $3? I must not have stated it well. 

Mr. Bennett. Maybe I didn’t understand your question. 

Senator Anperson. I did not think we were that far apart. Let me 
start again. If they are going to pay $36 per year for water without 
interest, and the Southern Pacific is going to pay interest on $215 mil- 
lion, it is going to be paying on approximately $90 an acre more. So, 
that is $56 a year. You are going to get 21% acre-feet of water, you 
said a moment ago, and that somes out to $14 exactly per acre-foot. 
You said they are delivering it for $3.50 an acre. 

Mr. Bennett. Are you charging interest on $215 million? I under- 
stood you to say you were. What you have to do, if you haven’t done 
it there, is you have to get the amount of your investment down to 
that, applying to the 65,000 acres which the Southern Pacific Co. has. 

Senator Anperson. I believe I understand that. It does not matter 
how many acres there are. I took 400,000 acres against the total in- 
terest cost. If you take the total interest cost and only take 65,000 
acres, if your arithmetic is any good, you come out with exactly the 
same figure, do you not ? 

Mr. Aanpaut. Yes, sir. The $56 seems to be the correct figure, with 
interest. 
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Senator Anpzrson. I do not say it is accurate. Isaid you can check 
it later on. I understand there are 21% acre-feet, and if you divide 
214 into $56 you come out with $14. Just take a fourth of it. Is that 
right—$14 per acre-foot as against $3.50 per acre-foot? Would the 
Southern Pacific take sort of a dim view of that, do you think? 

Mr. AanpaHL. The payment per acre-foot without interest is listed 
here as $7.50, and when you take it with interest it builds up to about 
the $14 that you have there. 

Mr. Bennett. I think we are substantially together. I had a little 
trouble understanding you there. On the basis of the year period and 
an unsubsidized amount—in other words, full allotment of the cost 
of irrigation—it come out at about $15 per acre-foot. 

Senator Anperson. All I see is that any time you go into a business 
transaction you try to figure out what your possibilities of profit and 
loss are, oa if I owned Southern Pacific land and wanted to keep it 
intact—and I can understand why they would want to keep it intact— 
I would look a long time at a $14-per-acre-foot-per-year charge. I 
think that is quite a little bit. You have to make this, then, be com- 
petitive with other land, and, if you can buy water for $3.50 per acre 
in one area and you have to pay $14 in another, you are going to think 
about it for a while; are you not? 

Mr. Aanpant. I just don’t know what the position of the Southern 
Pacific is going to be. 

Senator Anperson. Is somebody going to testify for the Southern 
Pacific? 

Mr. Lineweaver. No, sir. No one is listed, but we will ask for a 
statement. 

Senator ANnperson. I would say, Senator Kuchel, that we better 
have some testimony from the Southern Pacific in here, some men who 
are responsible to speak for it. 

Senator Kucnex. I agree with that, Mr. Chairman, completely. 
May I, first of all, ask would it be permissible for me to ask the De- 
partment if it might file a copy of the letter from the Southern 
Pacific with the committee ? 

Mr. Bennett. Yes; we can do that. 

(The letter referred to was subsequently submitted and appears on 
p. 32.) 

Senator Anperson. I was going to say, Senator, that, in the absence 
of testimony by the Southern Pacific, if we report the bill out I think 
we would have to report it out with the regular provisions which the 
Secretary has indicated that the Department prefers and which most 
members do prefer. 

Perhaps the Southern Pacific wants to keep its land intact, like the 
Santa Fe Railroad does. I don’t believe the Santa Fe Railroad ever 
sells anything, or, at least, very rarely. I would like to have the 
Southern Pacific comment, to find out if they would be willing to pay 
what looks to be $14 per acre-foot per year, or $56 an acre per year. 
I will not guarantee my figures. 

Mr. Bennett. It comes out at $56.50 per acre. Your figures are 
quite accurate. 

Senator Anperson. Thank you; $56.50. 

Mr. Bennett. Yes, sir. 
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Senator Kucuen. Mr. Secretary, you stated, in answer to a ques- 
tion from Senator Anderson, that the Department would look with 
favor on an alternative recommendation under which the reservoir 
would be financed by the State of California. I wrote down what I 
thought were your words at that time. 

When you made that statement, did you have in mind the recom- 
mendations which had been previously made by the Kern County 
Farm Bureau and others? 

Mr. Aannpaut. Yes; I did have. 

Senator Kucuen. While the Department, as you have said, has not 
come up with a specific recommendation on the specific proposal, 
nevertheless, as a principle, you state that the Department could favor 
a proposal under which a reservoir would be financed by California? 

Mr. AAnDAHL. Yes, sir. 

Senator Kucnuex. Going on from that, do I assume that that in- 
cludes a provision by which the Bureau of Reclamation would have 
storage capacity in such a reservoir to furnish water to an enlarged 
Central Valley project area ? 

Mr. Aanpauu. That is correct. If the Bureau were going to par- 
ticipate in the distribution system for the San Luis unit, we would 
have to have definite assurances of the availability of water for that 
— project from the San Luis Reservoir if it were built by the 

tate 

Senator Kucuet. If it were to be built by the State and you sought 
such definite assurances from the State, does that mean that you would 
contemplate recommending to the Congress legislation under which 
a part of the cost of the reservoir would be borne by the Federal 
Government ? 

Mr. Aanpaut. It could be worked out in combination, or it could 
be financed entirely by the State. 

Senator Kucuev. In other words, when you make the point, as 
you did just a few moments ago, that you would look with favor on a 
reservoir being financed by the a ‘of California, do I understand 
now that you mean you look with favor on the State going ahead 
and building this reservoir as an alternative to the bill that Senator 
Knowland and I introduced here ? 

Mr. Aanpauw. My statement is that a partnership arrangement 
between the State and the Federal Government in which the State 
picks up an additional amount of responsibility, both financial and 
management, is welcome as far as we in the Department of the In- 
terior are concerned. 

Senator Anpgerson. However, you do not carry that so far as to sug- 
gest that California might pick up the whole tab, do you ? 

Mr. Aanpaut. If the State of California wants to proceed with 
the project we will be entirely happy. 

Senator Anperson. I think that is a perfectly safe statement. 

Mr. Aanpanu. We think that this is a good project. We are recom- 
mending it for Federal construction, but we certainly want to coop- 
erate with the State to any degree that it wishes to become a par- 
ticipant. 

Senator Anperson. As I understand it, Senator, the State is going 
to testify and that question will be quickly cleared up. 

Senator Kucuet. Yes, sir. 
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Senator Anprerson. We do recognize that in these large projects 
the use of interest-free money is very important to their economic 
outlook, and the State of California would probably recognize that as 
well. The burden of the State of California, if we built this, would 
probably be much higher because it would have to pay a substantial 
sum of money if you tried to issue $200 million or $300 million worth 
of bonds. 

Mr. Aanpanu. We recognize that, and, in fairness to the State of 
California as compared to the reclamation area, we are willing to 
participate to the extent that the State wants us to. 

Senator Anperson. One further question on that line. 

I can understand how you would separate the power phases from 
the rest of the dam if you were trying to figure out something Cali- 
fornia could take over, but you know of no partnership concept that 
you would say on the main structure of the dam the Federal Gov- 
ernment may take off and California might take off? There is no pro- 
vision to do that, is there ? 

Mr. Aanpaut. In the San Luis project the question of power is not 
involved. 

Senator ANpErson. Perhaps I said it badly. 

Mr. Aanpauu. I think I should be a little hesitant about com- 
menting on the other project unless we have all of the factors be- 
fore us. 

Senator Anperson. I sort of understood from your answer to Sena- 
tor Kuchel a minute ago that you would be glad to have California 
pick up any part of the tab that it wanted to. 

Mr. AanpAnt. On the San Luis project. 

Senator Anperson. Yes. Would you indicate what parts of that 
are divisable so they could pick it up? 

Mr. Aanpaunt. I woakd: say almost any part of it is divisible. 
There is the pumping plant. There are the canals. There is the 
storage reservoir. There is the distribution system. 

Senator Anprerson. Could you break any one of those off if they 
wanted to? 

Mr. Aanpaut. Yes. 

Senator Anperson. Do you have any provision in the Federal rec- 
lamation law which says you can build the dam and they can take 
charge of the distribution system ? 

I guess we do have that. 

Mr. Aanpaut. I think the law is broad enough that we could 
do that. 

Senator Kucueu. Mr. Chairman, just in one sentence, I think the 
Secretary will agree with me on this: 

The Senate bill and the companion bill by Representatives in the 
House envisions a reservoir of capacity to permit the Bureau to en- 
large it for the State’s purposes. But, secondly and equally im- 
portant, to permit the State of California to utilize capacity in that 
reservoir sufficient to take water down into the southern extremities 
of California under its State water plan and, more particularly, the 
Feather River project. Is not that the basis on which we are all try- 
" work here ? 

r. AANDAHL. That is correct. 
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Senator Kucuex. With respect to the question that Senator Ander- 
son asked you, section 2 of our bill authorizes the Secretary to enter 
into agreements with the State of California relative to “coordinated 
operation and joint use of the facilities.” 

Does the Department look on that language as an intention by the 
Congress to permit a partnership between the State government and 
the Federal Government under which the Federal Government will 
utilize its capacity in the reservoir for purposes of the farms in the 
San Luis area, on the one hand, and permit the State of California 
operation and use of the reservoir with respect to its State plan? 

Mr. Aanvautu. That is correct. 

Senator Kucuexr. If the recommendations of the Kern County 
group and some of my constituents in southern California were along 
the lines of a reservoir to be financed by the State of California, but 
financed, however, on some type of so-called partnership agreement, 
would the Department’s position be the same with respect to its right 
to use and to operate that portion of the dam and its storage neces- 
sary to service the Central Valley area? 

Mr. Aanpauu. The answer generally is “Yes.” I think, if the 
State built the dam and created the reservoir, the operation would 
be vested in the State right from the beginning, but we would want 
assurances that the amount of water needed for distribution in the 
San Luis irrigation project, which I presume you imply would be 
built by the Bureau of Reclamation, would be available as needed for 
that purpose. 

Senator Kucuer. And if you were unable to obtain those assur- 
ances what position would the Department take ? 

Mr. Aanpauw. The Department, without those assurances, would 
not be able to be a participant in the project. 

Senator Kucnue. Or to recommend any participation by the Con- 

ess. 

Setar Anpverson. That is a very important statement, and I was 
just hopeful that when Mr. Banks testifies—I may not be here— 
someone will ask the question as to what guaranties the State of 
California can give to construct these works if the water is going 
to be available. You can hardly ask the Federal Government to put 
a lot of money into a project unless it has some assurances of the 
availability of water. I think that is a very important statement. 

Senator Kucuet. To go on, Mr. Chairman, does the Department 
attach any importance to where title to the real property lies on 
which the San Luis Reservoir would be constructed ? 

Mr. Aanpant. I know the Department would attach importance 
to it if it were fully a Federal reservoir. I am not too sure what the 
situation would be under a combination arrangement. I just haven’t 
thought that through. 

Senator Kucueui. Let me 7 it this way: Under any agreed-upon 
plan between the State and Federal Governments under which a 

roject such as this would be jointly constructed and jointly operated, 
if title to the real property were not in the Federal Government, would 
that be a factor that would preclude the Department from recommend- 
ing the joint project ? 

Mr. Aanpaut. I would not be sure. I would just have to check 
that. I think that would need an analysis by our legal department. 
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Senator Anperson. I think so. I think you better find out if the 
Federal Government can spend this money on privately owned land. 
Senator Kucuex. I am not talking about privately owned lands. 
The only alternative that I am assuming at all would be if the State 
acquired title to the property. 
enator ANDERSON. We cannot assume that because it has not ac- 
uired title. This land is owned by individuals. Unless the Federal 
overnment takes title to the land, it is not going to put any money 
on it, I do not believe. 

Mr. AanpauL. It was my understanding that the Senator was say- 
ing that the State of California would get title to that land. 

Mieaies Kucue. Exactly. 

Senator ANpERson. Then you are going to mention whether or not, 
if the State had title to the land, the Federal Government would be 
in favor of putting money into a project where it had no title? 

Mr. Aanpaunu. Ona dollar-participating basis. 

Senator Anpverson. I think it only fair to say, Mr. Secretary, that 
I believe you will find the Department of Justice has been requiring 
the Federal Government to have title. This would require complete 
reversal of Department of Justice policy. 

Mr. Aanpanwu. Mr. Bennett just reminded me that on the distribu- 
tion system loan bill the Department of Justice has taken that posi- 
tion. 

Senator ANpErRsoN. It has taken the position that the Government 
must have title or it will not participate, even though on the small 
project bill we worked very closely with the State and let them do a 
great deal of the work. When you start to build the structure, the 
Department of Justice requires that the Federal Government have 
title. 

Mr. AanpnAHL. Yes, sir. 

Senator ANperson. I presume that they would take pretty much 
the same position now. 

Mr. Aanpaunu. I think that would be the case, but I did not want 
to be too firm until we had explored it a little further. 

(Secretary Aandahl submitted the following statement which was 
prepared by the Office of the Solicitor :) 

It goes without saying that the Department of the Interior does not have au- 
thority to provide or expend money for the construction of any reclamation 
project or features thereof until such project or feature has been authorized. 
Consistently, there would be no legal prohibition to making advance payments 
or expenditures by the Bureau of Reclamation from appropriated funds for 
the construction or erection of irrigation facilities to be constructed and owned 
by the State or subdivision thereof and to be used jointly by the Federal Gov- 
ernment and the State or a subdivision thereof, if such advance payments or 
expenditures are expressly authorized by the legislation authorizing the San 
Luis development. 

Senator Kucuer. What I am trying to do, Senator, is to elicit as 
much help now from the Department as a background against testi- 
mony that — ee we will have later on today. I think that 
one of the problems here is measuring the divergent views, if it is at 
all possible, with respect to operation of the project once it is built, 
and assuming it is built on a joint basis, and the Secretary has testi- 
fied that as far as the Department is concerned, he would feel that 
any joint construction must result as far as the Federal Government 
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is concerned in its operation of that part of the project which would 
feed the Federal system. 

Mr. AANDAHL. Not necessarily its operation, but assurances that: 
water would be available for the needs of the irrigation project. 

Senator Kucuer. Then the Department would have no objection 
to a joint construction, the operation of which might be in the hands 
of the State under clear agreements that the Bureau of Reclama- 
rama ates to the Central Valley service area would be sat- 
isfied ? 

Mr. Aanpant. That is correct, and that would be a desirable ar- 
rangement. We like to see the local groups take over the operation. 

Senator Kucuet. I have no more questions, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Anprrson. I may have some other questions, but right 
here I would like to put into the record the letter from the Secre- 
tary of Interior of March 12 enclosing information, the first part of 
which is a copy of Mr. Aandahl’s statement, which is already in the 
record and therefore is not needed again. But the second enclosure 
is information developed by the Bureau of Reclamation in response 
to a letter sent to them on February 20, and information with refer- 
ence to Senate Resolution 148 developed by the Bureau of Reclama- 
tion. Without objection, this complete letter of March 12 will be 
inserted in the record at this point. 

(The letter and enclosures are as follows :) 


DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY, 
Washington, D. C., March 12, 1958. 
Hon. CLINTON P. ANDERSON, 
United States Senate, 
Washington, D. C. 

DeEAR SENATOR ANDERSON: There is enclosed herewith information requested 
in your letter of February 20, 1958, relative to the forthcoming hearings before 
your subcommittee on S. 1887, to authorize the San Luis unit of the Central 
Valley project, California. While I appreciate your invitation to be present at 
the hearings, I expect to be away from Washington at the time they are sched- 
uled. Assistant Secretary Aandahl and Mr. N. B. Bennett, Jr., Chief Division 
of Project Development, Bureau of Reclamation, will present testimony for 
the Department of the Interior. 

The enclosed material is as follows: 

Enclosure 1, a copy of Mr. Aandahl’s proposed prepared statement (incor- 
porated in his oral testimony). 

Enclosure 2, contains information developed by the Bureau of Reclama- 
tion in response to items 1 and 2 on page 2 of your February 20 letter. 

Enclosure 3, contains the information requested pursuant to Senate Reso- 
lution 148, and developed by the Bureau of Reclamation, in as complete form 
as it could be prepared in the limited time available. 

We have not completed our report on H. R. 9969 which embodies the so-called 
Kern County concept but we will be prepared to testify as to the Department’s 
views on that concept at the hearing. 


Sincerely yours, 
Frep A. SEATON, 


Secretary of the Interior. 
[Enclosure 2] 


INCREASE IN ESTIMATE OF COST 


The present estimate of the capital cost of the San Luis unit, Central Valley 
project, is $290,430,000 exclusive of distribution and drainage systems. This is 
based on October 1957 prices and upon use of off-peak pumping. This repre- 
sents an increase of $61,300,000 over the cost estimate given in Secretary Seaton’s 
interim San Luis report to the Congress of December 17, 1956, which was based 
on January 1954 prices. About $29 million of this increase is occasioned by 
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rises in construction price levels and the remainder (about $32 million) by the 
provisions for off-peak pumping discussed below. 


JUSTIFICATION FOR OFF-PEAK PUMPING PLAN 


Purpose.—The studies discussed in this memorandum were made to determine 
the economic feasibility of providing excess capacity in San Luis pumping 
facilities to allow a greater amount of off-peak pumping. Off-peak pumping is 
of value in two ways: 

(1) In months when power output is limited by available machine capability, 
any shifting of project-use demand from on-peak to off-peak will allow greater 
commercial sale of dependable or nondependable capacity. 

(2) The recent offer by the Pacific Gas & Hlectric Co. with Trinity power 
sales provides for exchange of off-peak project pumping energy within a calen- 
dar year. Therefore, if the offer is accepted, any shifting of project pumping 
energy to off-peak hours would allow greater use of this exchange provision in 
critical months with an increase in salable capacity. 

Plan of development.—-In the San Luis report of May 1955, capacity of the San 
Luis pumps was selected as the minimum to pump Delta-Mendota Canal flow 
on a 24-hour-a-day basis. Water would be pumped directly from the Delta- 
Mendota Canal to San Luis Reservoir or Canal. The off-peak plan assumed for 
comparison increases capacity of the main pumps about 50 percent over those 
in the report plan and provides a forebay supplied by low lift pumps from the 
Delta-Mendota Canal. Reservoir size and distribution pump sizes are the same 
for both plans. The comparison of plans is made both with Federal construc- 
tion of transmission and with wheeling. A comparison of Federal costs with 
the Pacific Gas & Electric Co. of March 1, 1957, indicates that wheeling would 
be the less expensive. 

In our studies of the feasibility of off-peak pumping at San Luis, it was as- 
sumed that off-peak energy would be obtained from Pacific Gas & Electric in 
critical months and returned to the company in the same calendar year. Pump- 
ing at all pumps except San Luis main pumps was assumed uniform over a 
month with 50 percent of the energy used during the contractors peak-load 
period. At San Luis the same condition was assumed in the report plan, but in 
the off-peak plan pumping was assumed in off-peak hours as much as possible. 
In some years water level in San Luis Reservoir in August or September drops 
too low to divert by gravity to the San Luis Canal. In those months, it was 
assumed water would be released back to the forebay and repumped to San 
Luis Canal on a uniform basis. This condition, which limits dependable capacity 
of the system, could be decreased by differential or separate pumps to eliminate 
the pumping head from forebay to reservoir water levels. The additional cost 
involved has not been estimated. 

Benefits —Benefits were estimated as the difference in value of power accom- 
plishments based on alternative cost of steam-electric generation with and with- 
out facilities for off-peak pumping. There would be no appreciable change in 
average energy generation or sale, and it is estimated that the possible change 
in nondependable capacity is negligible. There would be an increase in depend- 
able capacity under ultimate conditions of 60,000 kilowatts. Comparative studies 
have not been made for earlier years of development nor for other water-supply 
conditions. However, it is believed that the 60,000 kilowatts is a satisfactory 
estimate of average increase over the 50-year period of analysis. Based on the 
cost of equivalent production in a privately financed steamplant with the present 
posted $2.95 per barrel cost of fuel oil, the annual benefit would be: 


GO.O00 kitowatte by $20.06 ner kilowa thse nu ccecisieicddtetdeks $1, 565, 000 
Including taxes forgone of 60,000 kilowatts by $9.15 per kilowatt___ 549, 000 








28 SAN LUIS UNIT—CENTRAL VALLEY PROJECT 


Benefit-cost ratio—A summary of incremental annual equivalent benefits and 
costs due to off-peak pumping at San Luis is given below : 


i al eal A le ls collie csc isinlin pica ngrenin te iieyehermnighenmen $1, 565, 000 
Costs and taxes forgone with wheeling of San Luis power: 
Operation and maintenance and general_______-____----_--__-- 196, 000 
Scar ha an it hiadah ac eieanintlsiciciine chien i cate 31, 400 
I ORI INET a il citetanecmeseilli ren 774, 000 
Sn, IIS i i a ah i clin cet ees —61, 000 
ene sO D2 SP eh le he a ll, 549, 000 
IN AN hi da cep edi cnvaniciian can china liteciersistettaeiasidic us tvdetss aoem tisha 1, 489, 400 
I TUN i cl re asenciecicbeseeaun dialed 1. 05 
a i i sel thls cess mcetranininb aed 1, 565, 000 
Costs and taxes forgone with Federal transmission: 
Operation and maintenance and general______-_-___--___-_____ 223, 500 
SN Bail decide iach kdl cack dette cerns insiiommenemes 71, 300 
eID EN die iiical e Sldkncewndeidemedce 888, 000 
ee ee bk cenieneteicemcentereominhcnianah dint ww erenenentincvasce 549, 000 
Se te tncathcernacianlenab anda pen ancinde te iethin iomnismdonben ee 1, 731, 800 
I en ees cei eeipleanmanainmeaes . 90 


Conclusion.—As indicated by the above computations, the benefits of modify- 
ing the report plan to allow greater off-peak pumping are very nearly equal to 
the costs with federally constructed transmission lines to San Luis. If wheeling 
of project power to the San Luis pumps is assumed, the ratio of benefits to 
costs is 1.05 to 1. With improvements in the plan of development, particularly 
in regard to pumping requirements at times of low reservoir storage, it is be- 
lieved the ratio of benefits to costs could be somewhat improved. It is believed 
that the additional cost for off-peak pumping at San Luis can be justified on the 
basis of increased benefits. 

TABLE 1.—Report plan 


[In thousands of dollars] 


Opera- Interest Total 

Capital | tion and | Replace- and annual 
cost mainte- ment amorti- costs 
nance | zation 











San Luis Dam and Reservoir...................-...- $58, 330 $47.5 |.....-.. boule wicacweascceteke = 
I, ha Lids aichaik atta dndeignowadbetiiwnbicin Oe Mt Bice hilsd « dhsceiebed kn |i Geen Mink shes olen 
San Luis pumping plant....................-...-...- 46, 490 270. 4 Es Siekattnkatcniceniiee 
‘Transmission: 
Tracy switchyard additions--..............----. 380 0 HY MIG SERS Jp ORICRES 
Tracy-San Luis 230-kilowatt line...............- 8, 210 12.4 WD ct ene Skt ee ainis che 
BE I gino ic nstnsnunoddnsinepaonnsianinl 2, 334 43.0 TO ian eR et lincccninin 
iss Bedihinihlncctiidecritplbsahip Dekitninicictines bilidin mba rhevininlesies 116, 772 373.3 87.1 | $3, 189.0 $3, 649. 4 
Subtotal without “‘Transmission”’............- 110, 920 317.9 47.6 | 3,029.0 3, 394. 5 
PS adgidehdauhacktesabesnhcosmindencttuabe sels ocbncnukebsceses sasklasarewcctdesecccasad 311.4 


Rh sheds chavhotepednsendcnndoneniapbbinad | <bun<sadetsabecahasdiepasbepadepienanessiah: G,7Oke 
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TABLE 2.—Modified plan 


{In thousands of dollars] 




















Operation | Interest Total 
Feature | Capital jand main-| Replace-| and | annual 
cost tenance ment | amorti- | costs 
| zation | 
| 

San Luis Dam and Reservoir__................--..-- | $67,178 G7: 8 to Bs .5 Se Bot tee 

Tepe Caml tp CORO iii sites iss co tien 0 beste ences COD 8 5 og cnicase fancinncietiees daeeten | sietepebsaada 

San Luis forebay pumping plant -_-_--..._...--....-.- | 5, 858 | 196.0 | TD a sicaieihctndie ic tae 

FE IE bate it. ck nndccou cenescevhbaaudvaudes WG Pav onsddswkefotsanse fusbeeranesade Acs fl 

Intake canal to San Luis pumps.--...........-..---- BGP hoc nwceoio= Ingman ny =ssiennaleiugiialiebanaemaie 

San Luis pumping plant-_---_......_--- pees tent ee | 60,241 | 270. 4 | Ae tae eee ee eacaeene 
‘Transmission: | | 

Tracy switchyard additions. -............-.----- 616 | 0 9.8 [An nannnedasncresees 

Tracy-San Luis 230-kilowatt line___.........._.- 4, 591 12. 4 | Oi vhs kbcddidesas 

Sen Luis switchyard -.......-.........--........ 4,477 64.0 | eT ee ee | and die ee 

Transmission to forebay.....-....--------------- 133 1 OS in ere 

Forebay switchyard.._........-..-...----------- 233 6.4 | se NOEL ETE NS 

Ci ia hid sli bieketehchpiensi nit | 149,300} 506.8] 158.4 | $4,077.0| $4,832.2 

Subtotal without ‘“Transmission’’...........-- 139, 260 513.9 | 79.0 | 3,803.0 4, 395.0 

| eae eae ee CURE nee ey eee! Oe Liber bid at lscd3s4 dekh pea. ch 250. 3 

OL 55, ache dada iid adicnsen see Ga nee emacen cine Lee nonmienie gain sed sehen beeen ee 4, 646. 2 








[Enclosure No. 3] 


INFORMATION CALLED FOR IN SENATE RESOLUTION 148 


Alternative plans are discussed in chapter X of the planning report. More 
recent studies demonstrate that by taking advantage of off-peak energy exchange, 
the benefits of placing the San Luis pumps offpeak exceed the cost of providing 
those facilities to make possible this offpeak pumping. This is covered in detail 
in enclosure 2. 

(1) Description of project—A description of the project is given in detail in 
the planning report, particularly in chapter V. Since preparation of the report, 
the plan has been modified to take advantage of the offpeak energy exchange 
offered by the Pacific Gas & Electric Co. The project as now planned includes 
a low head pumping plant and a forebay of about 20,000-acre-foot capacity be- 
tween the Delta-Mendota Canal and the San Luis Reservoir. Otherwise, the 
plan remains essentially the same as described in the planning report. The 
economic life of the major project facility, San Luis Dam and Reservoir, is at 
least 150 years. 

(2) Hstimated cost of construction, operation, and maintenance and replace- 
ment.—As noted above, the total construction cost of the San Luis unit is esti- 
mated to be $290,430,000, exclusive of distribution and drainage system costs. 
The annual operation, maintenance, and replacement for this unit is estimated to 
be $1,915,000, exclusive of the cost of pumping. When the San Luis unit is 
added to the Central Valley project the power requirements of the unit, from 
existing and authorized Central Valley project plants, will result in a reassign- 
ment of costs of power facilities from commercial power to project pumping 
power. The portion of the cost of the generating facilities required for the San 
Luis unit is estimated at $54 million. The cost of pumping for the San Luis unit 
therefore must reflect the allocation of the capital cost of the generating facili- 
ties ($54 million) and the operation, maintenance, and replacement cost of 
furnishing power to the San Luis pumps. This annual cost is estimated to be 
$2,827,000 which when added to the $1,915,000, results in a total cost to operate 
and maintain the San Luis unit of $4,742,000. 

The construction cost contained in the San Luis unit report ($229,143,000) was 
estimated at feasibility grade. In bringing the construction cost of the unit 
up to date, those facilities which remain unchanged in size and location were 
indexed to October 1957 prices. Those facilities that were changed in size to 
accommodate offpeak pumping operation, were estimated to reconnaissance 
standards. (These latter estimated are considered adequate when related to 
the situation with regard to integration of these facilities with the Feather 
River project.) 


23863—58——-3 
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The annual operation, maintenance, and replacement estimates take into con- 
sideration such factors as anticipated organization and size of operating forces, 

The capital cost of the distribution and drainage system is estimated to be 
$192,650,000. The annual operation and maintenance replacement costs associ- 
ated with the distribution systems are estimated to be 4,532,000. The estimate 
of distribution and drainage system for this large area was obtained by selecting 
a sample area, analyzing the cost in detail of a distribution system to serve that 
area, and then projecting that cost over the entire service area. 

(3) Benefii-cost ratios.—Benefit-cost ratios calculated by using total tangible 
benefits and costs, including distribution and drainage costs with irrigation 
benefits calculated on 250/265 price levels, are as follows: 


(4) Indirect and intangible net benefits —Information regarding indirect and 
intangible benefits will be found in chapters VII and VIII of the report. 

(5) Capacity for current needs and future uses.—Provisions for future use 
amounting to about $15 million to permit future raising of San Luis Dam and 
enlarging certain reaches of San Luis Canal are included in the present estimate. 
Further arrangements would be dependent upon the terms of the authorizing 
legislation and the arrangements arrived at with the State of California pursuant 
to such legislation. 

(6) Allocations of costs—Inasmuch as the San Luis unit is, for practical 
purposes, a single-purpose irrigation development practically all project costs, 
under any method of allocation, would be assigned to irrigation. 

(7) Interest in participation.—This subject is discussed in the planning report. 
Interested individuals and organizations have also presented testimony to the 
Congress in the two previous hearings. 

(8) Repayment.—A rate of $7.50 an acre-foot has been assumed for irriga- 
tion water service to the San Luis unit. This will yield a gross revenue of 
$382,400,000 over a 50-year period. Deducting from this the operation, mainte- 
nance, and replacement costs, exclusive of reimbursement of the capital costs 
of the generating facilities allocated to this unit, results in a total payment of 
$216 million over a 50-year period, toward repayment of the total capital costs 
assigned to irrigation of $284,400,000. The difference, $68,400,000, plus costs 
of generating facilities allocated to this project, a total of $122,200,000 is the 
amount paid from surplus power revenues. 

A rate of $15 per acre-foot for municipal and industrial water service has 
also been assumed. This rate, in addition to other municipal and industrial 
revenues of the Central Valley project, is sufficient to repay the municipal and 
industrial allocation of the total cost of the Central Valley project, including 
the San Luis unit. 

(9) Effects on State and local governments.—Time did not permit a detailed 
evaluation of these effects. It is evident, however, that by strengthening the 
economy of an area embracing a half million acres, there will be a significant 
enhancement of local and State taxes. The areas to be retired from production 
by project features are on the other hand, minor in size and importance and the 
taxes foregone from such areas will be relatively insignificant. 

(10) Schedules supporting proposed increases in authorization.—Not ap- 
plicable. 


Senator Anperson. Also, we have just received from Governor 
Knight a letter dated March 13, which presents his statement on S. 
1887, to authorize Federal-State cooperation on the San Luis unit. 

He wants to put it in the hearings and says that Mr. Banks and 
Mr. Porter Towner, chief counsel of the water resources department, 
will testify on the bill. 

I believe it might be helpful to read Governor Knight’s statement. 

Senator Kucuen. Before you do, I had forgotten I had a question 
for the Secretary. May I inquire? 

Senator ANprerson. Surely. 

Senator Kucuet. Mr. Secretary, I want to have the record per- 
fectly clear on this point. 
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If the Southern Pacific Railroad refused and told you that it would 
refuse to participate to the extent of its land holdings in the contem- 
plated San Luis Reservoir, is it your statement that that would affect 
seriously the Department’s decision on the feasibility of the project? 

Mr. AANDAHL. We would have to study that. It would affect the 
feasibility. There is no question about that. Whether we would put 
that into the category of being serious, I do not know. We would 
just have to work it out. 

Senator Kucnei. Your answer would be the same under any con- 
cept such as the people in the Kern County area have recommended ? 

Mr. AAnpAHL. I do not think that Kern County proposal reflects 
on the feasibility of the project. 

Senator Kucue.. It would have to reflect on the feasibility of the 
project, would it not, to the extent that the Department recommended 
participation in it ¢ 

Mr. Aanpanu. Are you asking about the relation of the Southern 
Pacific lands ? 

Senator Kucuen. Yes. 

Mr. Aanpaunt. Yes, I think that would be substantially the same. 

Senator Kucuet. In other words, the same elements of feasibility 
must be before the Department regardless of what actual agreement 
may eahmately be made on construction and operation? Is that not 
true ¢ 

Mr. Aanpant. Yes. However, under the Kern County proposal 
where a portion of the cost is being picked up by the State we might 
have the feasibility of the land of the San Luis area exclusive of the 
Southern Pacific land very little affected. 

Senator Kucne.. However, is it not true that even under the bill 
before us a portion of the cost will be picked up by the State? 

Mr. AanDAHL. Providing that the works are enlarged. 

Senator Kucueit. Yes. Thank you, Mr.Chairman. Thank you, sir. 

Senator Anperson. I want to be real sure we all understand each 
other on this Southern Pacific matter. 

Your statement on page 5 is as follows: 

However, the Southern Pacific Railroad Co., which owns approximately 120,000 
acres of land in the service area, 65,000 of which are in the Westlands district, 
informed the Bureau of Reclamation by letter of October 1, 1956, that it was 
“not prepared to commit these lands for sale under the usual Bureau of Reclama- 
tion recordable contract.” 

How much of this 120,000 acres would be figured in the 400,000 
figure? All of it, would it not? 

Mr. AANDAHL. Yes. 

Senator ANpersoN. 120,000 of the 400,000 do not want any so-called 
subsidy or free-interest money and want to keep it all in a single block. 
Would not the fact that 120,000 acres would not have any acreage 
limitation, which is part of the Federal reclamation law of the coun- 
try, have some bearing on your opinion as to the desirability of this 
project ? 

Mr. Bennerr. Let me clear up one point, Senator. 

The total area is about 496,000. Out of that total area it is planned 
that about 440,000 would be irrigated in any 1 year. So it is a little 
hard to compare directly 120,000 with the total; but I think, never- 
theless, your statement is correct that that great proportion of the 
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land would give us a problem in terms of feasibility if it were com- 
pletely eliminated. 

Senator Anperson. You are going to give us the Southern Pacific 
letter ? 

Mr. AANDAHL. Yes, we will do that. 

(The letter referred to is as follows :) 


SOUTHERN PACIFIO Co., 
San Francisco, Calif., October 1, 1956. 
Mr. Harvey O. BANKs, 
Director, Department of Water Resources, 
State of California, Sacramento, Calif. 
Mr. CLYDE H. SPENCER, 
Director, Region 2, 
United States Bureau of Reclamation, Sacramento, Calif. 

GENTLEMEN : The subject of this letter is future irrigation water development 
in the San Joaquin Valley and, in particular, the Feather River project and the 
proposed San Luis unit of the Central Valley project as they would affect our 
landholdings. 

Southern Pacific Co. owns about 65,000 acres within Westlands Water Dis- 
trict in Fresno and Kings Counties, and an additional 55,000 acres outside of 
(westerly and above) said district but within the so-called San Luis service 
area. The company also owns about 30,000 acres in southern Kings and Kern 
Counties which might be served by the Feather River project. 

These lands are not being offered for sale, but are being held for long-range 
management purposes. Nearly all of the land is under agricultural develop- 
ment leases varying in size from less than 1 section to about 30,000 acres. 

Southern Pacific Co. is not prepared to commit these lands for sale under the 
usual Bureau of Reclamation-type recordable contract. We favor State or local 
development and control of water resources but welcome Federal aid provided 
the conditions thereof are reasonable and bearable. Further, we neither seek 
nor expect any Federal subsidy in the form of 40-year interest-free money, but 
are willing to pay our fair share of the irrigation benefits provided the capital 
and operating costs are such that the land and crops can afford same. 

Southern Pacific Co. is concerned Over the present stalemate on west side 
water development. We hereby ask the State Department of Water Resources 
and the United States Bureau of Reclamation, either separately or jointly, to 
advise us of the contemplated cost of irrigation water to Southern Pacific Co. 
in the San Luis service area. Presume that either a lump-sum payment or some 
arrangement for payment of interest costs on properties in excess of 160 acres 
would be considered in a 100 percent Federal project. 

We would like to have the study show the tentative water cost and possible 
restrictions under the three main proposals: 

1. State-owned, constructed, and operated Feather River project. 

2. Federal San Luis unit as part of Central Valley project. 

3. The most acceptable form of compromise or joint effort of the above, as 
currently under study by Federal and State agencies. 

Your consideration of this request will be very much appreciated. 

Yours very truly, 
L. FRANDSEN. 

Senator ANDERSON. We will invite the Southern Pacific to testify. 

Mr. Aanpaut. I might say that the Southern Pacific land is pretty 
much in one area. 

Senator Anperson. It isa land-grant transaction ? 

Mr. Aanpant. Yes. We would have to check it pretty carefully to 
know just what the results might be of its elimination. 

Senator Anperson, T hank \ you, Mr. Secretary. 

I think, for the benefit of the group, that the statement of Governor 
Knight might be desired, and then we will ask Senator Knowland and 
Senator Kuchel to comment. 
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(The letter from Governor Knight follows :) 


STATE OF CALIFORNIA, 
GOVERNOR’S OFFICE, 
Sacramento, March 13, 1958. 
Hon. CLinton P. ANDERSON, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Irrigation and Reclamation, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 


My Dear Senator: There is enclosed a copy of my statement on S. 1887, to 
authorize Federal-State cooperation in the construction and operation of the 
San Luis project. If you desire, the statement may be made a part of your 
hearings on March 17-18 in Washington. 

Mr. Harvey O. Banks, director of water resources, and Mr. Porter A. Towner, 
chief counsel of our water-resources department, will testify on the bill at the 
hearings, 

I again offer my regrets that the present session of the California Legislature 
makes it impossible for me to be personally at the hearings before your subcom- 
mittee on this very important matter. 

With kindest regards. 

Cordially, 
GoopwIn J. KNigHt, Governor. 


Senator AnNpEersoN. This isthe statement of Governor Knight: 
eo 


This statement is submitted in response to the invitation of Senator Clinton 
P, Anderson, chairman of the subcommittee, contained in his letter to me of 
February 18. 

I regret that I am unable to appear personally to testify on this important 
matter, due to the fact that the California Legislature is now in session and my 
presence is urgently needed in Sacramento. 

I have authorized Mr. Harvey O. Banks, director of the department of water 
resources, to appear before your subcommittee to present the State’s views on 
S. 1887. 

I would, however, like to make a few observations concerning this bill, which 
would authorize Federal-State cooperation in the financing and construction of 
the San Luis project in western Merced and Fresno Counties. 

I want to repeat the statement I have made many times previously; that, 
because of the magnitude of the task confronting California in water develop- 
ment, we must make every reasonable effort to obtain financial assistance in this 
vital field from every available source. 

For that reason, I am hopeful that the Congress will see fit to authorize 
a joint venture between the State and Federal Governments in this urgently 
needed project. 

Such a joint venture will be of financial benefit both to the United States and 
the State. 

I am sure that all are aware that the dam and reservoir, the canals, and 
the pumping plants involved are of interest not only to the water users in the pro- 
posed Federal service area in western Merced and Fresno Counties, but, also, 
to the water users under the State’s Feather River project in Kings County, 
Kern County, the central coastal area, and southern California. 

It is imperative that the Federal project be thoroughly coordinated with the 
State’s projects. 

The language of S. 1887 was drafted in March of 1957 in Washington, by mem- 
bers of the California congressional delegation, officials of the Bureau of Recla- 
mation, and representatives of the Westlands Water District. Mr. Banks par- 
ticipated in these drafting sessions. 

The purpose was to draft a bill which would be satisfactory to all concerned 
and provide for the integrated operation we feel is so essential to the success of 
the San Luis project, the Feather River project, and the California water plan. 

S. 1887, introduced by Senator’s Knowland, and Kuchel, would provide for 
Federal financing and construction of those facilities such as the dam, pumping 
plant, and canals which would be pointly used by the State and the Bureau 
of Reclamation to deliver water to the San Luis service area and to the Feather 
River project area. 

The State would reimburse the Federal Government for its proportionate 
share of the construction cost of these jointly used facilities. 

Upon completion, the State would operate and maintain these facilities. 
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Senator Anperson. Is that your understanding, Mr. Secretary ‘ 

Mr. AanpDAnHt. That would be satisfactory. 

Senator Anperson. The State would operate and maintain these 
facilities in which there would be a Federal investment ? 

Mr. Aanpant. Yes. 

Senator ANDERSON (continuing) : 


The bill calls for a contract covering the details of these matters to be exe- 
cuted between the Secretary of the Interior and the State before construction 
starts. 

Further study by the department of water resources has revealed the need for 
clarification of the language of S. 1887 to fully protect the interests of the 
State and the various water users concerned. 

These clarifying amendments will be presented to the subcommittee by Mr. 
Banks. 

With these amendments, I feel that the interests of the State would be pro- 
tected and that satisfactory integration of the Federal and State projects can 
be accomplished. 

Therefore, 8S. 1887, with the amendments which will be offered by Mr. Banks, 
is acceptable to me. 


Do you know what these amendments are? Have they been sub- 
mitted to you, Mr. rd officially, for a statement ? 

Mr. AANDAHL. I do not have the amendments that were ac tually 
submitted to the House committee. 

Senator Anperson. I would like to request then that as soon as we 
have the suggested amendments by Mr. Banks you submit the com- 
ments of the ‘Department of the Interior upon those amendments so 
we will have what is before the Senate. 

Mr. Aanpau. We will be glad to do that. 

(The following comments of the Department of the Interior were 
subsequently received :) 


Section 1: The proposed amendments to the first part of section 1 are minor 
word clarifications, which do not appear objectionable. The added proviso at 
the end of section 1 would prohibit water deliveries to the San Luis unit service 
area until such portion of the master drainage outlet and disposal channel for 
the San Joaquin Valley necessary to serve the San Luis unit area is physically 
provided. The plan for the San Luis unit provides fully for drainage by this or 
alternative means, and we have no objection to the suggested amendment. 

Section 2: We do not object to moving the cutoff date to July 1, 1960, nor to the 
added proviso that, if agreement on a contract with the State appears not to be 
in prospect, the Secretary report thereon to the Congress and not initiate con- 
struction for 90 days. 

Section 3 (a) : Minor clarifications; no objection. 

Section 3 (b): The first proposed amendment of this section would fix “the 
proportionate capacity of the San Luis unit and the joint-use facilities required 
by the State’s projects” as the basis for cost sharing. The term “proportionate 

capacity” is ambiguous and may be interpreted many ways. For example, it can 

mean instantaneous maximum peak capacities over different time periods. It 
ean also refer to capacities by volume either daily or over some longer time base. 
There are many other possible interpretations relating both to canals and 
reservoirs. We believe that the sharing of costs should be arrived at by 
negotiation and agreement and some basis other than “proportionate capacity” 
may well be found to be most suitable. We prefer, therefore, the language of 
S. 1887 without amendment. 

The second proposed amendment to section 3 (b) would permit the State to 
make advances to the United States in order to maintain a timely construction 
schedule. We do not object to this provided it is understood that such action 
would not obligate the United States to provide construction funds in greater 
amounts than otherwise would be the case. 

Section 8 (c) : Minor clarifications ; no objection. 

Section 3 (d) : The language of section 3 (d) was drawn to provide for the pos- 
sible use by the State of unused capacities in the present Central Valley project, 
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namely, the Tracy pumping facilities and the Delta-Mendota Canal. The pro- 
posed amendment by eliminating the words “service charge” in line 2 and the 
reference to other features of the Central Valley project in lines 6 and 7, page 5 
of S. 1887, would delete the provisions referring to such possible State use of 
existing Central Valley project facilities. If the State desires this change we 
would not object. 

Section 3 (e) : Minor clarifications ; no objection. 

Section 3 (f): Minor clarifications; no objection. 

Sections 8 (g) and (h): These sections of S. 1887 provide that the Federal 
Government throughout the repayment period shall have unrestricted use of such 
capacities of the San Luis unit joint facilities as are necessary to carry out the 
purposes of section 1 and the State shall have unrestricted use of the remaining 
capacities of the joint use facilities. The proposed new section 3 (g) and (h) 
would base the rights of the United States and the State to use of the capacities 
of the joint use facilities upon the ratios of capital expenditures of each to the 
total capital costs. Sections 3 (g) and (h) as now contained in S. 1887 were 
written to assure that throughout the repayment period the United States would 
have the use of facilities necessary to deliver water to the San Luis service area 
and to thus protect the Federal investment involved. This does not appear to be 
an unreasonable requirement. While the suggested substitute sections 3 (g) 
and (h) might work out satisfactorily, they do not provide as firm assurance to 
the United States and might lead to some problems. For instance, if the San 
Luis Reservoir is built initially to a capacity of 1 million acre-feet with provision 
for later enlargement, we would expect a State contribution to cover the added 
costs of providing for later enlargement. We would not, however, expect this to 
entitle the State to use or control any part of the initial 1 million acre-feet 
although the language of the proposed substitute sections might so be interpreted. 
Under the proposed substitute language the United States might not know 
exactly what its rights to use of capacities were until construction had been 
completed and the proportionate contributions determined. We much prefer 
sections 3 (g) and (h) as now written and would not concur in any amended 
language which did not assure, as a minimum, unrestricted use by the Federal 
Government of 1 million acre-feet of the San Luis Reservoir and related use of 
eapacity of the San Luis Canal. 

Section 3 (i): This proposed amendment would make mandatory upon request 
of the State, rather than permissive, that the Secretary turn over joint use facili- 
ties to the State for operation and maintenance upon completion of construction. 
It is a long well-established policy that Federal reclamation works be turned over 
to local interests for operation at the earliest appropriate opportunity. While 
we would fully expect this to be followed in respect to San Luis unit facilities, 
we see no reason why this should be a mandatory provision of the authorizing 
legislation as it is not mandatory with respect to other reclamation projects. 
We prefer section 3 (i) as presently contained in S. 1887. 

Section 3 (j) : Minor clarifications ; no objection. 

Section 6: This suggested new section provides that the Federal reclamation 
laws shall not be applicable to water service under contract with the State out- 
side of the San Luis service area. We have no objection as we believe this 
would be the case without such specifie provision. 


Senator Anperson. Let me finish the statement of the Governor. 


During the last 2 months a number of meetings have been held by representa- 
tives of the various interested groups in California in an effort to arrive at a 
satisfactory draft of legislation to accomplish Federal-State cooperation at San 
Luis. 

Mr. Banks, and his staff, have assisted in these meetings. While full agree- 
ment on all matters has not been reached, substantial progress has been made. 

Representatives of the interested water agencies will appear before your 
committee to present their positions. It is my sincere hope that the remaining 
differences of opinion can be resolved and agreement reached upon a bill to per- 
mit us to go forward in this most important joint venture. 

I want to emphasize again my support of Federal-State cooperation in the 
financing, construction, and operation of this project, and will do whatever is 
possible to forward any plan which is satisfactory to the affected water users, 
the Federal administrative departments and the Congress. 


Thank you, Mr. Secretary. 
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I think I will put in the record at this point a letter from the Pacific 
Gas & Electric Co. by Mr. Robert H. Gerdes, vice president, expressing 
its interest in the early construction of the project and what its wishes 
and desires may be with reference to it. 

(The letter is as follows: ) 


Pactiric GAs & ELEctTRICc Co., 
San Francisco, Carir., March 17, 1958. 
Hon. CLinton P. ANDERSON, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Irrigation and Reclamation, 
Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 


Dear SENATOR ANDERSON: We have been informed that the Subcommittee on 
Irrigation and Reclamation of the Senate Committee on Interior and Insular 
Affairs has under consideration several bills to authorize the joint construction 
and operation of the San Luis project in California by the Department of the 
Interior and the State. 

Pacific Gas & Electric Co. believes that early construction of this project 
is essential to the conservation and development of the water resources of 
California. 

Whether the San Luis project is constructed by the Federal Government or the 
State, or by both, our company has offered to furnish energy to the San Luis 
pumps at minimum cost to the project, thus enhancing its financial feasibility. 

The pumping plants of the Central Valley project have first call on power 
developed at project plants. If San Luis is constructed and operated as a part 
of the Central Valley project, there will be an ample supply of energy from 
existing project hydroelectric plants to meet the ultimate annual requirements 
of the San Luis pumps, which will be about 750 million kilowatt-hours. The 
average annual output of existing project plants is about 2% billion kilowatt- 
hours. Existing pumps, even at ultimate operation, will require only about 
400 million kilowatt-hours per annum leaving a balance of more than 2 billion 
kilowatt-hours, or nearly three times the amount required by the San Luis 
pumps at full operation. 

As you know, power generated as a byproduct on multipurpose projects designed 
for flood control, irrigation, and water supply is not always produced at the time 
nor in the quantity required to fit power needs, because water releases for these 
other purposes have priority over the generation of power. The Central Valley 
project produces large amounts of energy in the summer months, when large 
water releases must be made for irrigation. Except in wet years, the project pro- 
duces relatively small amounts of energy during the winter months, when water 
is being conserved in project reservoirs. The months of low project energy pro- 
duction are the very months when San Luis pumping requirements are high, 
because that is the time when waste water in the Sacramento-San Joaquin River 
delta must be diverted and pumped to storage in the San Luis Reservoir. 

We are willing and able to provide energy from our widespread regional system 
to meet the requirements of the San Luis and other project pumps at times when 
there is insufficient project power to meet such requirements. 

We have offered to furnish off-peak energy from our system for project pump- 
ing, and, in exchange, take an equal amount of project power when it becomes 
available. This will conserve water for irrigation and increase project power 
revenues. The Acting Commissioner of Reclamation, in a letter dated July 12, 
1957, to Congressman Harlan Hagen, declared that such an exchange of energy 
“would permit better coordinated use of Central Valley project power and greater 
return from power sales to offset the additional construction costs.” Assistant 
Secretary Aandahl and Regional Director Bellport testified to the same effect 
before the House committee last January. 

In any year when there is insufficient project power for the pumping require- 
ments under the exchange arrangement, we are willing, as part of our Trinity 
partnership proposal, to sell off-peak energy for project pumping at our incre- 
mental (that is, out-of-pocket) cost. Moreover, we guarantee that the charge for 
such energy would in no event be greater than the amount per kilowatt-hour 
which we would pay the Government for the use of Trinity falling water. 

Whether the Trinity plants are constructed by the company or the Federal 
Government, energy for the San Luis pumps may be allocated at the Bureau’s 
customary 214-mill pumping rate. The cost to the Government under the com- 
pany’s proposal would be less than half the cost under all-Federal Trinity 
construction. 





SAN LUIS UNIT—CENTRAL VALLEY PROJECT 37 


We also offer to make our facilities available for transmission of power from 
Tracy to all project pumps. We guarantee that the cost to the Government 
for this service would be less than it would be if the Federal Government 
were to construct the transmission lines. This also would save the Federal 
Government a capital outlay of about $10,750,000. 

An amendment to our wheeling contract to cover this service has been sub- 
mitted to Congress as part of the Trinity joint development proposal and is 
contained in House Document No. 94, part II, 85th Congress, 1st session. 

We have made a similar offer to the State of California to supply low-cost 
off-peak energy for pumping in connection with its Feather River project. The 
State engineer declared that our offer would provide a substantial net gain to the 
project. 

Under our proposal, the San Luis pumps will be assured of an ample power 
supply at minimum cost. These benefits are available whether San Luis is built 
and operated jointly by the Federal Government and the State or separately by 
either agency. 

Very truly yours, 
Rosert H. GERDES. 

Senator Anperson. The committee is very happy to have with it 
the able minority leader of the Senate, Senator Knowland of Cali- 
fornia. 

Senator Knowland, do you have any comments on the bill which you 
would like to give us at this time? 


STATEMENT OF HON. WILLIAM F. KNOWLAND, A UNITED STATES 
SENATOR FROM THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 


Senator Know.anp. Yes. Mr. Chairman and members of the com- 
mittee, I have a statement I would like to make. 

I want, first of all, to express my personal appreciation to the mem- 
bers of the committee for taking the time from what I know is a heavy 
calendar of legislation to schedule these hearings on legislation intro- 
duced in the Senate by Senator Kuchel and myself, and in the House 
by Congressman Sisk, to authorize the San Luis project. 

This committee has always been extremely considerate of the most 
endless problems of water conservation and distribution which have 
faced us not only in California, but throughout the entire West. 

The western part of the country with its growth in population, agri- 
culture and industry, would not have taken place without the under- 
standing support of Senators who have sat on this committee. The 
ae in the larger national interest and without regard to parti- 
sanship. 

We, who have taken an interest in reclamation, have all recognized 
that no benefit could be conferred upon one area of one State in the 
Union without resulting benefit to the rest of the Nation. 

I wish to say that there has been no member of the Senate who has 
been more of a constructive leader in reclamation than has the chair- 
man of this committee presiding today, Senator Anderson. 

The members of the committee will recall that in the 84th Congress 
Senator Kuchel and I sponsored legislation to authorize the construc- 
tion of the San Luis project. We recommend the completion of the 
authorizing legislation on the San Luis unit, and I am hopeful that 
this project will receive early action by the committee. 

I + not believe that it would serve any purpose for me to outline 
repetitiously the major provisions of this legislation, which are al- 
ready familiar to the members of the committee and which other wit- 
nesses will be commenting specifically upon. 
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The Bureau of Reclamation, of course, has specifically approved the 
rovisions of Senate bill 1887. A number of modifying amendments 
ave been recommended by the State of California which I believe 

will be acceptable to the Heenan of Interior and which, of course, 
when the negotiations have been completed, will be supported by the 
sponsors of the legislation. 

There is no question as to the importance of the San Luis project, 
which will bring supplemental water supplies to a critical water- 
shortage area involving approximately 500,000 acres of land. 

In certain areas of California, our citizens and our community 
leaders are planning now for water consumption and distribution 
projects that will be required to take care of the State’s population 
increases of next year and the year after, and for many years to 
come. 

In the San Joaquin Valley, however, there is no luxury of time 
to be enjoyed. Water is needed now. I would urge the members of 
the committee that legislation authorizing the construction of the 
San Luis project be given favorable and expeditious approval. 

I wish to thank the distinguished chairman. 

Senator Anperson. Do you have any questions you desire to direct 
to Secretary Aandahl ? 

Senator Knowranp. No; I do not at this time, and my colleague, 
Senator Kuchel, will be here, and we have discussed this matter on 
numerous occasions. 

Senator Anperson. Before you leave, I am very happy to put in 
the record that the able minority leader, Senator Knowland, has 
certainly been a friend of reclamation in the West, and we appreciate 
his steady assistance on reclamation bills for all parts of the United 
States. We had one related to Texas just the other day, and we 
could not have had finer cooperation than we had from the able Sen- 
ator from California. 

Senator Know.ianp. Thank you. 

Senator Anperson. Senator Kuchel, do you have a statement you 
want to make upon the bill itself? 


STATEMENT OF HON. THOMAS H. KUCHEL, A UNITED STATES 
SENATOR FROM THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 


Senator Kucnen. Yes; I do, Mr. Chairman. To save the time of 
the committee, I am going to merely ask that a letter which I wrote 
to Congressman Aspinall in January, which reflected my views, be 
incorporated in the record. 

(The letter is as follows :) 

UNITED STATES SENATE, 
Washington, D. C., January 14, 1958. 
Hon. WAYNE N. ASPINALL, 
Subcommittee on Irrigation and Reclamation, 
Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D.C. 

DeAaR REPRESENTATIVE ASPINALL: Pending before your subcommittee is H. R. 
6035, introduced by Congressman B. F. Sisk, to authorize the Secretary of the 
Interior to construct the San Luis unit of the Central Valley project, and 
to enter into an agreement with the State of California with respect to the 
construction and operation of the unit. In the Senate, I am the coauthor with 
my California colleague, Senator Knowland, of similar legislation (S. 1887) 
upon which hearings will shortly be scheduled. 
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This proposed water-project legislation, prior to its introduction, was endorsed 
by the State of California, speaking through Gov. Goodwin Knight, and the 
director of water resources, Harvey Banks. It was also endorsed by the 
Department of the Interior. It presents, in my view, a basis on which both 
governments may cooperate in helping to solve a desperately critical water prob- 
lem which acutely affects the future of life and property in all sections of 
California. 

The concept of an integrated reservoir furnishing water to the people in an 
expanded Central Valley service area, and at the same time available to the 
State of California Feather River project for transportation of water to the 
furthermost reaches of southern California, is an appealing one. I believe it 
serves the public interest. As a legislator, I see no insuperable problem in 
finding exact language clearly to spell out such a concept providing for un- 
equivocal and explicit directives in the legislation for joint State-Federal use. 
This bill provides an excellent basis for meeting this challenge. 

Assuredly, men of good will, working together, can meet it, and meet it 
successfully. Indeed, the future of California demands it. 

California faces an acutely growing water problem, despite the great develop- 
ment of control and use of water during the past few decades. This development 
simply has not kept pace with our growth in population, industry, and agricul- 
ture. Two factors contribute to this: (1) The geographic maldistribution of 
our water and (2) its time of availability. 

The major water resources are in the northern part of the State, but the great 
agricultural areas and one-half of the population are in water-secarce central and 
southern areas. There is sufficient water for all needs, but the problem is a proper 
and equitable distribution. California streamflows follow the precipitation and 
snow thaws which occur in the winter and spring months; the summers are dry. 
Control of the consequent spring runoff by storage reservoirs thus become manda- 
tory if there is to be an efficient distribution system to meet our expanding 
all-year needs. 

You and the members of your subcommittee are aware of the great contribu- 
tions of the Federal Government in past development of California water 
rseources, for which my State continues to be grateful. As I have already 
indicated, the past accomplishments still have not met the desperate need for 
further water development. This is effectively demonstrated by a statement of 
the California Department of Water Resources issued last May in its bulletin 
No. 3 (the California Water Plan), where it said: 

“The construction of highways, schools, hospitals, and other public works has 
greatly accelerated since the end of World War II. However, to supply its 
necessary water, California is relying for the most part on works which were 
designed to meet the needs as anticipated 20 to 30 years ago. These facts are 
now becoming known and more generally understood by the people. It is apparent 
to most that the continued growth and prosperity of California is dependent 
upon prompt and substantial efforts by the responsible local governmental 
agencies, the State, and the Federal Government, to insure that the planning 
and construction of water-development projects keeps pace with the growing 
need for water.” 

In 1940, California had a population of slightly less than 7 million. By 1950, 
it had increased to about 10,600,000. Today it is estimated that it has a total 
population of about 14 million, or double what it was in 1940. Meanwhile, the 
per capita use of water has increased almost geometrically. The California 
Department of Water Resources reports that in 1950 the estimated seasonal 
shortage of water in the State was about 2,700,000 acre-feet, largely representing 
an overdraft of ground-water storage. By 1955, the deficit aggregated nearly 
4 million acre-feet per year. It has been estimated by some water experts that by 
1965 the net shortage of developed water supply could amount to more than 
10 million acre-feet per season. Our water tables continue to drop as our water 
needs increase. This continuous drop in the water tables is, in itself, sufficiently 
alarming, and one of the collateral effects of water overdrafts has been the 
intrusion of sea water into the principal pumping sources along the coastal 
ground basins. 

The State of California is embarked on a plan of self-help, the California 
water plan. In the opinion of the State government, the Federal legislation 
before you would assist the State in the development of the California water 
plan. In its report, the State has said: 

“Tt is appropriate, before discussing detailed plans for the San Luis unit, to 
consider a broader subject; the place of the San Luis unit in a long-range water 
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plan for California. Such a plan was presented to the California Legislature 
of 1931. * * * There appear to be no irreconcilable engineering or financial 
problems involved in coordinating the construction of the San Luis unit and of 
other features of the California water plan. The long-range, multiple-purpose 
plan developed by the State division of water resources provides for water 
storage on the Feather River, flood control on that stream, power generation, 
and transportation of water to the San Francisco Bay area, the San Joaquin 
Valley, and southern California. As far as service to the San Ivis is con- 
cerned, the State and Bureau plans are basically similar. * * * Thus, physical 
coordination of the two plans should present no insurmountable engineering 
problems. Since the physical facilities and the plan of operation are so similar, 
it seems reasonable to expect that construction of the facilities by the United 
States for subsequent operation as a unit of the contemplated Feather River 
project should assist the State in its larger endeavor, * * *” (From pp. 5 and 
6 of Views and Recommendations of the State of California on Proposed Re- 
port of Department of Interior on San Luis Unit.) 

Cast in this background, H. R. 6035 becomes highly significant, as it repre- 
sents, perhaps for the first time, coordination of efforts by the State of Cali- 
fornia and the Federal Government to implement the objectives of both. The 
San Luis unit of the Central Valley project would embrace major features 
included also by the State of California as part of the much larger Feather 
River project, authorized for construction by the State as the initial unit of 
the California water plan. The legislation was so drawn as to further the objec- 
tives of supplying the needs of the San Luis service area of the Central Valley 
project and of coordinating the works with the California water plan to bring 
new water into southern California. It would specifically permit the project 
facilities to be so designed and constructed as to be integrated into and made a 
part of the larger plan of the State of California. 

The State department of water resources and the Federal Bureau of Recla- 
mation envision a cooperative and integrated reservoir which would serve a great 
Federal reclamation project in being and a greater State project which is now 
on the way. I am not an engineer. I am a legislator. But what the profes- 
sional engineering departments, State and Federal, agree upon generally in the 
bill before us appears to be a proper basis on which your committee and the 
Congress can act effectively in cooperation with the State of California. I have 
not seen any specific proposals for amendment to this legislation. Some will be 
offered. Each needs to be thoroughly and carefully considered. Pride of author- 
— irrelevant in meeting the needs of our people. The time for action is at 

and. 

Permit me respectfully to ask that this letter be made a part of the record of 
your hearings on H. R. 6035. 

With kind personal regards, I am 

Sincerely yours, 
Tuomas H. KvucHEL, 
United States Senator. 


Senator Kucuex. I want to make this one additional statement : 
I have been glad again to coauthor this legislation. California is 
1,100 miles long and we have about 14 million people. 

I think to keep myself from being provincial so far as the problems 
of California are concerned, I represent the south, and I represent the 
north, and I represent the Central Valley, but what I want to do is to 
urge legislation now, as I have in the past, that is of benefit to all the 
people of that State, Mr. Chairman, and that is the reason which has 
prompted me to introduce the legislation before us. 

I have one rule, Mr. Chairman, and that is that I do not introduce 
legislation until the State government makes a request that that be 
done. That rule was abided by in this instance and I was glad to 
introduce this legislation after the State government had reached it. 

We have had, and have today, unfortunate controversies in Cali- 
fornia of a sectional nature. Ajl parts of our State have their water 
problems, each serious, some more serious than others, none easy of 
solution, and I hope that during the past intervening weeks and 
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months those who have felt some divergence of view in this particular 
bill may now be able to move into an area where we can go forward 
with what I believe is a critically indispensable reclamation project in 
California which would also be the subject of maximum utility to our 
State in the Feather River plant and as a part of the State water 
plan, which, incidentally, Mr. Chairman, is an $11 billion contem- 
plated State undertaking. 

That is all I have to say. 

Senator ANnpEerson. Congressman Hagen we are very glad to wel- 
come you, Mr. Congressman, and will be happy to have any state- 
ment you wish to make. 


STATEMENT OF HON. HARLAN HAGEN, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE 15TH DISTRICT OF THE STATE OF CALI- 
FORNIA 


Representative Hagen. It is 2 pleasure to be here, Senator. I do 
not have any prepared statement. 

I do appreciate the opportunity of appearing here, and subse- 
quently there will be at least three of my constituents who will appear 
to present the so-called Kern County concept. 

Mr. Bottoroff, Mr. Webb, and Mr. Moore are the constituents I 
refer to. 

I wish to comment briefly on Governor Knight’s letter. 

I would judge from the tenor of that that he is not confining his 
endorsement to any specific legislation, but to any proposal that would 
essa for a joint State-Federal contribution and usage, and that 

asically is what is offered by the competing proposal competing to 
the Knowland-Kuchel bill, which is offered by the Kern County 
roup. 
. Tou are aware, I am sure, that this is a matter of some difference 
of opinion in the State of California. 

The State has authorized a Feather River project which would serve 
ortions of the San Joaquin Valey which would not be served by the 
an Luis project and would ultimately also serve the area south in 

Los Angeles County and perhaps even down to San Diego, and there 
would be no conflict except for the fact that the Feather River project 
envisages use of the same reservoir sight at San Luis that the San 
Luis project would require. 

The people that I represent feel that before any authorizing legis- 
lation 1s passed which would permit any action on the part of the 
Federal Government certain guaranties should be established which 
would guarantee the integrity of the Feather River project and they 
feel that the legislation therefore should provide for State ownershi 
of the basic works with the Federal Government making a ratable 
contribution to the cost contributable to the value of usage for San 
Luis deliveries, and they contemplate also an ultimate State opera- 
tion subject to Federal requirements for the San Luis area deliveries. 

They also have the feeling that with the State appropriations in 
the Congress they can proceed perhaps more expeditiously with these 
basic structures than the Federal Government itself could. 

They also envisage that during the course of construction of these 
two projects certain usages of water and certain economies could be 
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achieved which would not be possible under the specific proposals 
that you are considering. 

I have introduced a bill in the House which contains the so-called 
Kern County concept and it is my understanding that if this pro- 

osal is agreeable to the Bureau of Reclamation it is agreeable to 

r. Sisk, who has put a great deal of productive time on this whole 
subject, and it has been indicated that perhaps the Bureau of Rec- 
lamation might be willing to accept the basic outlines of this Kern 
County concept. 

I understand, also, Senator Anderson, that pretty generally the 
so-called Kern County concept is acceptable to the people of Los 
Angeles. By way of conclusion, I want to say this: I think there 
are so many intangibles of control within the State of California. 
For example, the State is currently in the process of acquiring all 
these lands of the San Luis Reservoir site. They have acquired 
some already. 

Basically the assignment of water rights is a State responsibility. 
I really cannot conceive of any real progress on either one of these 
projects without the acceptance of Sees by an overwhelming ma- 
jority of the people in the State of California. 

To merely pass an authorization bill without such acceptance in 
my judgment would amount to an idle act. 

Senator Kucuen. How do we judge the acceptance of the people of 
California, Congressman Hagen? How do we do that? 

Representative Hagen. Senator Kuchel, I think in this very room 
you have people who in the main must be satisfied and in agreement 
before any real progress can be made on the San Luis project. 

There is one segment of opinion represented by the State Grange, 
Mr. Sehlmeyer, who is a very admirable man, who does not endorse 
any type of State project because the State does not have an acreage 
limitation law. 

For example, he will not be satisfied by any kind of partnership 
whether it is the kind you offer or the kind that other people offer. 
However, I think agreement could be achieved without the agree- 
ment of Mr. Sehlmeyer, and I think it has to be achieved before any 
progress could be made regardless of whether this Congress passes 
an authorization bill or not, because in my judgment the State has so 
many locks on various aspects of progress that the State acceptance 
has to be present for any progress to be made. 

Senator Kucner. You and I are in complete agreement on the 
necessity for water projects in our State. 

Representative Hagen. Oh, yes. 

Senator Kucuet. Was it helpful to you to listen to the Assistant 
Secretary of the Interior indicate that so far as operation of a project 
is concerned we are the State to ask it and we are the State to be in 
the position to ask it, and the Department would have no objection 
to State operation of the unit? 

Representative Hagen. Yes, I heard that. 

Senator Kucuet. Is that not helpful to you and me? 

Representative Hagen. Yes; and that basically is what those peo- 
ple who are my constituents who have an interest in this are for. 

Senator Kucner. You mentioned several guaranties which the 
good people of your area and some others require. 
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Did you mean to indicate those guaranties to be along the lines of 
“State ownership” and, second, “State operation” of a joint-use 
project ? 

Representative Hagen. That is my understanding of the proposal ; 
that the actual construction would be undertaken by the State. Ac- 
tual ownership of the works would be in the State. 

The Federal Government would make a ratable contribution and 
would by virtue of agreement acquire definite contractual rights to 
water and the usage of water, which would be binding of course as if 
they had unilateral Federal operation and unilateral Federal owner- 
shi 

Senator AnpERsoN. What will the Federal Government get for its 
money ? 

Representative Hagen. The Federal Government will get the same 
usage of structures that the Federal Government would receive had 
the Federal Government actually undertaken the construction and 
had ownership of the real estate. 

Senator Anperson. How much would it contemplate the Federal 
Government would put in? 

Representative Hagen. Senator, that question has never been ex- 
actly resolved according to my understanding. 

Some statements have been made that perhaps the State would be 
picking up a larger portion of the bill under the so-called Kern County 
concept, but th: it has never been demonstrated and I think the idea 
is that under either proposal, the proposal you have under current 
consideration or the proposal I introduced in the House, the con- 
tribution would be about the same. 

Senator Anperson. You mean the Federal Government would put 
up $290 million in either case ? 

Representative Hagen. That is correct. 

Senator Anperson. And not charge the interest on it ? 

Representative Hagen. Yes. They would not be making any con- 
tribution to the State water deliveries, but their contribution to the 
San Luis service area through the San Luis works would be exactly 
the same. 

That, of course, is the reason the San Luis people do not want to 
become a part of the Feather River project, because they want the 
benefit of their investment. They feel that they can get cheaper water 
deliveries from the Federal Government than they can from the State 
of California. 

Senator Anperson. We were just talking about that a moment ago. 
It is $56 an acre a year approximately if you pay the interest and it is 
$36 interest free, and almost anybody would see the desirability of 
paying $36 as against $56. 

W hat does the Government get? The Government ordinarily, when 
it puts up its money, has something to say about what happens to its 
money. Do I understand you to suggest that the Government would 
put up the $290 million and then hand complete management. over 
to the State of California? 

In other words, just give it an interest-free loan for $290 million 
for 50 years and not have a single word to say about its operation. 
Would that be true? 
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Representative Hacen. The latter part of your statement would 
not be correct. They would have something to say about the 
operation. 

Senator Anperson. What, for example? 

Representative Hagen. They would have specific guaranties in a 
contract that certain quantities of water would be available at certain 
times. 

Senator AnpEerson. Who would give those guaranties ? 

Representative Hacen. It would be a matter of bilateral agreement 
between the Federal Government and the State of California. 

Actually on this cost question, it is my understanding that currently 
these farmers in the San Luis area perhaps are paying $15 an acre- 
foot for water in terms of amortization of well investment and actual 
power wheels and they contemplate getting water under this project 
= a cost perhaps of, say, $8 an acre-foot, so it is a definite saving to 
them. 

They can see that the only way they can get $8 water is by becoming 
a part of the Central Valley project where they can get some writeoff 
of costs through power revenues of the Trinity project, where they 
can get the use of the low cost of Trinity power and where they can 
get the use of works which are currently in place for which they make 
no contribution to retirement of the capital investment. 

It is a very economical project. That is the reason they are so 
desirous of joining the Federal project rather than the State project. 

Senator Anperson. Let me ask you one thing here. You men- 
tioned the fact that the State has the Feather River project and the 
United States has the San Luis project. You say they use the same 
site. Quite obviously they both cannot use this site. 

Has the State of California determined which project should have 
its say as far as it is concerned? Which is it buying land for, the 
Feather River project or the San Luis unit ? 

Representative Hagen. I guess the only way to describe it would be 
to say they are buying the site for some project. 

Senator Anperson. You mean it is the sort of thing where a man 
— and buys an engagement ring with no particular woman in 
mind ? 

Representative Hacen. That is right. They are hopeful that some 
vehicle can be developed which will permit joint State and Federal 
use of the same site, but in the interim the State is going ahead and 
purchasing the actual real estate. 

Senator Anperson. Do I understand that the State has any specific 
language that will accomplish this? I realize you are not a witness 
for the State. I was interested in your statement that both parties 
use the same site. 

Do you know of any language that the State of California has 
worked out or have you been acquainted with any language that would 
permit this so-called joint use of the site? 

Representative Hagen. Certainly it is embodied in the Senate bill 
which you are considering. 

Senator Anperson. What is your bill? 

Representative Hagen. H. R. 9969. 

Senator Anperson. Let us put a copy of the Congressman’s bill in 
the record at this point of the testimony. 
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(H. R. 9969 is as follows :) 


{H. R. 9969, 85th Cong., 2d sess.) 


A BILL To authorize the Secretary of the Interior to construct the San Luis unit of the 
Central Valley project, California, to enter into an agreement with the State of Calli- 
fornia with respect to the financing, construction, and operation of such unit, and for 
other purposes 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That, for the principal purpose of furnishing 
water for the irrigation of approximately five hundred thousand acres of land 
in Merced, Fresno, and Kings Counties, California, and as incidents thereto of 
furnishing water for municipal and domestic use and providing recreational 
and fish and wildlife benefits, the Secretary of the Interior (hereinafter referred 
to as the Secretary) is authorized to construct, operate, and maintain the San 
Luis unit, hereinafter described as an integral part of the Central Valley pro- 
ject. In constructing, operating, and maintaining the San Luis unit, the Secre- 
tary shall be governed by the Federal reclamation laws (Act of June 17, 1902, 
82 Stat. 388, and Acts amendatory thereof or supplementary thereto) except so 
far as the provisions thereof are inconsistent with this Act. Construction of said 
works shall not be commenced until the Secretary has secured, or has satisfactory 
assurance of his ability to secure, all rights to the use of water which are 
necessary to carry out said purposes and the terms and conditions of this Act. 

Sec. 2. The principal engineering features of the San Luis unit shall generally 
conform to those described in the report of the Department of the Interior entitled 
“San Luis unit, Central Valley project, California,” dated December 17, 1956, 
with exceptions set forth in this section or as may otherwise be agreed upon 
by the Secretary and the State of California (hereinafter referred to as the 
State). The Secretary is authorized to construct, operate, and maintain, as the 
San Luis unit, those engineering features which will provide a water supply to 
the San Luis unit service area described in said report of December 17, 1956, 
except the following engineering features which will be constructed, operated, 
and maintained as features of the Feather River project by the State: the San 
Luis Dam, reservoir, forebay, afterbay, and main aqueduct extending southward 
therefrom in the San Joaquin Valley (hereinafter referred to as the State San 
Luis works). - 

Sec. 3. The Secretary is authorized, on behalf of the United States, to negotiate 
and enter into an agreement with the State providing generally for coordinated 
operation of the Central Valley project and Feather River project and partic- 
ularly for coordinated operation and joint use of the San Luis unit and the 
State San Luis works in order that the United States and the State each may 
deliver water to their respective service areas. Construction of the works 
authorized hereunder, except for the preparation of designs and specifications 
and other preliminary work, shall not be commenced until the execution of such 
an agreement between the United States and the State. 

Sec. 4. The agreement between the United States and the State referred to in 
section 3 of this Act shall provide, among other things, that— 

(a) the United States shall construct the San Luis unit and the State shall 
construct the State San Luis works, in accordance with section 2 hereof. 

(b) the State San Luis works shall be so designed and constructed as to 
permit (I) immediate joint use and coordinated operation with the San 
Luis unit or (II) such subsequent enlargement or other modification as may 
be required for joint use and coordinated operation therewith ; 

(c) the United States shall make available to the State during the con- 
struction period sufficient funds to pay the share of the United States, based 
upon the proportions of total capacities required by it, of the construction 
costs of any facilities designed and constructed by the State as provided in 
section 2 hereof. The United States contribution shall be made in annual 
installments each of which bears the same ratio to total expenditures during 
that year as the total of the United States share bears to the total cost of 
the State San Luis works. The State similarly shall make available to the 
United States funds to pay the share of the State of the construction costs of 
any facilities constructed by the United States as provided in section 2 hereof. 

(d) the United States shall pay annually to the State the share of the 
United States, based upon the proportions of total capacities required by it, 
of the operation, maintenance, and replacement costs of the State San Luis 
works. The State shall pay annually to the United States the share of the 
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State, based upon the proportions of total capacities required by it, of the 
operation, maintenance, and replacement costs of the San Luis unit. 

(e) if a nonreimbursable allocation to the preservation and propagation 
of fish and wildlife has been made as provided in section 2 of the Act of 
August 14, 1946 (60 Stat. 1080, 17 U. S. C. 662), the features to which such 
allocation is attributable, whether constructed by the United States or the 
State, shall be operated and maintained in such wise as to retain the basis 
upon which such allocation is premised. Upon failure of the State so to 
operate and maintain those features so constructed, the amount allocated 
thereto shall become a reimbursable cost to be repaid by the State. 

Sec. 5. The United States, acting through the Secretary, may contract with 
the State to store or transfer water through facilities of the Central Valley project 
for ultimate delivery by the State, provided that only the excess capacity of 
the Central Valley project beyond other requirements existing at the time shall 
be so used and obligated, and the State shall pay to the United States a service 
charge or an appropriate share of the construction, operation, maintenance and 
replacement costs of the facilities so used. The Secretary is also authorized 
to contract with the State to store or transfer water through facilities of the 
State for ultimate delivery by the United States, and the United States shall 
pay to the State a service charge or an appropriate share of the construction, 
operation, maintenance and replacement costs of facilities so used. 

Sec. 6. The Secretary is authorized to construct, operate, and maintain and to 
participate with the State in the construction, operation, and maintenance of the 
San Luis interceptor drain to the delta, as described in said San Luis report of 
December 17, 1956, and, in accordance with sections 4 and 9 of this Act, to permit 
the use thereof by the State. In constructing, operating, and maintaining a 
drainage system for the San Luis unit, the Secretary is authorized to permit 
the use thereof by other parties under contracts conforming generally to the 
provisions of the Federal reclamation laws with respect to irrigation repayment 
or service contracts and is further authorized to construct, operate, and maintain 
and to participate with others in the construction, operation, and maintenance 
of drainage facilities to serve the general area of which the lands to be served 
by the San Luis unit are a part. Except for facilities to be used by the State 
as provided hereinabove, no such construction or participation in construction 
which involves the expenditure of Federal funds shall be undertaken by the 
Secretary, however, until a contract or contracts conforming generally to the 
provisions of the Federal reclamation laws and providing, among other things, 
for the advance or repayment to the United States of its expenditures therefor 
shall have been entered into. The Secretary is also authorized to permit the 
use of the irrigation facilities of the San Luis unit, including its facilities for 
supplying pumping energy, under contracts entered into pursuant to section 1 
of the Act of February 21, 1911 (36 Stat. 925, 48 U. S. C. 528). 

Sec. 7. The Secretary is authorized in connection with the San Luis unit and 
the State San Luis works to construct minimum basic public recreational facili- 
ties and to arrange for the operation and maintenance of the same by the State 
or an appropriate local agency or organization. The cost of such facilities shall 
be nonreturnable and nonreimbursable under the Federal reclamation laws. 

Sec. 8. The Secretary is hereby authorized to construct under the provisions 
of the Federal reclamation laws such distribution systems as he deems neces- 
sary in connection with lands, described in section 1 of this Act, to be served 
by the works of the San Luis unit authorized to be constructed hereunder. 

Sec. 9. Subject to the requirements for co-ordination of operations in accord- 
ance with the agreement entered into pursuant to sections 3 and 4 of this Act, 
operation and control of the works of the San Luis unit shall be by the United 
States and operation and control of the State San Luis works shall be by the 
State. The provisions of the Federal reclamation laws shall not be applicable 
to water deliveries or to the use of drainage facilities serving lands under con- 
tract with the State to receive a water supply or to dispose of drainage water. 

Sec. 10. There is hereby authorized to be appropriated for construction of the 
works of the San Luis unit authorized by this Act, other than distribution sys- 
tems and drains, the sum of $275,000,000 plus, such additional amount if any, 
as may be required by reason of changes in costs of construction of the types 
involved in the San Luis unit as shown by engineering indexes. There are also 
authorized to be appropriated, in addition thereto, such amounts as are required 
(a) for construction of distribution systems and drains authorized to be con- 
structed hereunder and (b) for operation and maintenance of the San Luis unit 
and (c) for payment to the State of the share of the United States of construc- 
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tion, operation, and maintenance costs of the Feather River project including 
the State San Luis works, as provided in this Act. 

Senator Anperson. In your bill did you contemplate using this site 
for both purposes ¢ 

Representative Hagen. That is correct, sir. 

Senator ANpEerson. Who would have charge of the works? 

Representative Hagen. Under the proposal I introduced, the State 
of California would have charge subject to certain contractual obliga- 
tions to the Federal Government. 

Senator ANperson. You said in your statement a moment ago that 
there was the belief out in your area that the State could proceed 
more expeditiously than the Federal Government. Would you ex- 
plain what they have in mind ? 

Representative Hagen. I think the history of the reclamation has 
been—and, of course, you are much more familiar with it than I am— 
that appropriations come in small increments from year to year, and 
there 1s a certain element of uncertainty, whereas the Feather River 
project, which is already @uthorized, would be financed by revenue 
from bond issues or outright appropriations from the State treasury 
or some other combination of financing. But it would be a mass 
effort all at once, and they feel that they could, therefore, proceed 
more expeditiously. 

As a matter of fact, I think that the Bureau of Reclamation has 
stated that they would not, if this San Luis project were authorized, 
ask for any money for it in advance of 1962 or 1963. That is to be 
the first increment of money. 

Senator Anprerson. I heard you say that they would finance this 
Feather River project, of which this seems to be a part, by revenue 
bonds. 

Then it would not be contemplated under that situation that the 
Federal Government would put up this $290 million; would it? 

Representative Hagen. The only Federal contribution would be for 
that ratable portion of the cost which was attributable to the water 
which would be delivered through the San Luis distribution system. 
All other waters, the waters that were a part of the Feather River 
project, so to speak, would not be in any way subsidized by the Federal 
Government. 

Senator Anperson. Is the Feather River project an irrigation 
project ? 

Representative Hagen. Basically. Basically it is an irrigation 
project. 

Senator Anperson. Do we not have some power revenues that we 
are talking about with the Department of the Interior on? 

Senator Kucnuen. Not that I know of, not on the Feather River 
project. 

Representative Hagen. The Feather River peoeet to a large degree, 
would supply water for domestic purposes, although there is one city 
that contemplates getting water out of the San Luis project. 

Actually, as far as power revenue is concerned, the Feather River 
project would consume more power than would be "produced from any 
drops of water that would occur as a result of the structures. 

Senator ANperson. I do not wish to misquote you, but I jotted down 
a note here that you said before any authorizing legislation is passed 
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there are certain guaranties that must be answered as to the Feather 
River project. Senator Kuchel asked about that. 

ae you any statement as to what those guaranties should be or 
might be? 

Thevesietetive Hagen. Basically, the people whom I am speaking 
for—and, specifically, they are the people from Kern County who see 
somewhat eye to eye with the le from Los Angeles—do not wish to 
confront a situation where the Federal Government could go ahead 
unilaterally and build a structure on this dam site which would not 
include advance arrangements for joint use. 

Senator Anprerson. Where does this Southern Pacific story of not 
having 160-acre limitation come into it? I know that Kern County 
farmers are interested in the 160-acre limitation. 

If, in compliance with what you just said, the Government would 
put up the $290 million and take some sort of guaranties on it, but 
the State would control and operate the project, is that a way of get- 
ting around this 160-acre limitation ? 

presentative Hagen. No, sir. . 

Senator AnpERson. Would the 160-acre limitation be applicable in 
case the State owned control and ran it ? 

Representative Hagen. No, sir. 

The proposals other than mine would have the same effect on the 
160-acre limitation as mine would. In other words, the 160-acre limi- 
tation would only apply to those federally developed waters which 
were delivered into the San Luis service area. 

In other words, the water which was pumped through the current 
Tracy pumps would be delivered through the Delta-Mendota Canal 
and then released the top San Luis Reservoir service area. As far as 
acreng? limitations are concerned, these various proposals are identi- 
cal. 

Senator Anperson. In that event they would all require the 160- 
acre limitation on the 496,000 acres or whatever it is. 

Representative Hacan. That is correct. 

Senator Anperson. That is not part of the controversy ? 

Representative Hagen. That is not part of the controversy. 

Senator Anperson. The controversy then is over the joint use? 

Representative Hagen. That is correct. 

Senator Anperson. Of this location ? 

Representative Hagen. Yes. 

Senator Anperson. And the problem is that, if the Government 
= ahead unilaterally and authorizes and then constructs the San 

uis project without making arrangements for joint use, the people 
in the Feather River project down in Kern County would be unhappy ? 

Representative Hagen. That is correct. 

Senator Kucue.. Let me interrupt, if I may, because we have to 
refine this down more than that. 

This bill before us, introduced by Senators Knowland and Kuchel, 
authorizes the Secretary to enter into an agreement with the State of 
California, and it provides that he shall not commence construction 
of the project until those agreements are arrived at. What we have 
to do is pinpoint the specific areas in which there is disagreement. 
But I respectfully suggest that this bill overcomes any allegation that 
joint use would not be contemplated or cannot come into being. 
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Senator Anperson. I think there are going to be some people from 
Kern County to testify, and I imagine they will testify whether this 
will completely wipe out their objections. 

Senator Kucueu. Do you not agree with that? 

Representative Hagen. It was my understanding initially that if 
the agreement had not been reached by a certain time, then the 
Federal Government could go ahead on its own and build whatever 
kind of project they wanted on this site. 

Senator Kucue.. That now is one of the specific problems. Then 
all we have is a question of the date before us. 

Senator ANpERsoN. However, the bill includes the date. 

Senator Kucue.. Now it does, yes, sir. 

Representative Hagen. So that, under the original proposal at 
least, there could be a situation where the Federal Government could 
go ahead without an agreement. 

Senator Kucuet. if we pinpoint this problem now down to a date, 
then we have to have some very frank testimony around here as to 
what the State legislature may be able to do. Apparently it is going 
to do nothing this year. The question is what it is going to do next 
year. 

* If we can pinpoint this question to a date problem, then I think 
reasonable men may be able to eliminate that particular problem. 

Representative Hacrn. Yes. 

Senator Anprerson. Why is not the State legislature doing some- 
thing this year? What hope do you have of them doing anything 
next year? 

Senator Kucue.. I decline to be an expert in that field. 

Senator Anperson. I see he has carefully put it over to the Member 
of the House. You can just decline as thoroughly as Senator Kuchel 
did, if you like. 

Was this matter presented to the legislature? I will put it that way. 
Has there been before the legislature any proposal that it try to work 
out some sort of an agreement ? 

Representative Hagen. There has. 

Senator Anperson. How did it fare? 

1 ais wert Hagen. The problem now in the State of California 
is this: 

The water-rich areas are up north, and the water-deficient areas 
are in the central part of the State and farther south. Insofar as the 
Feather River project is concerned, the more southern areas—we will 
say Los Angeles County—do not wish to go ahead and guarantee an 
investment without some assurance that the water is going to be there 
at the end of the construction period. 

We have a county-of-origin law in California which causes all the 
problem. It, in effect, says that the area of origin at some later date 
can come in and, if they can demonstrate that they can use the water 
beneficially that has been going someplace else, they can get it back. 

Senator Anperson. You mean you do not have the doctrine of prior 
appropriation of water. 

Representative Hacen. We have that doctrine, but we also have the 
county-of-origin law and that is a matter of dispute in the legislature. 

Senator Anperson. Do I understand that if you went ahead and 
passed this project and later on the county of origin came in and 
claimed the water, that the people under it might not get the water? 








50 SAN LUIS UNIT—CENTRAL VALLEY PROJECT 


Representative Hacen. That is a possibility. That would be in- 
volved in the Federal project, too. 

Senator Anperson. Do you not really think the first thing we ought 
to do is not ask the Congress to act, but try to get the State of Calli- 
fornia to act to clear up some of its confusing legislation ¢ 

Representative Hacen. I try to be reasonable in this and represent 
my constituents. 

Senator Anprrson. I do not blame you. 

Representative Hagen. We bear no ill will toward any other part 
of the State of California, but there are certainly a great many 
imponderables involved. 

enator ANpERSON. You would not blame the people of Los An- 
geles who want to know what they are going to get when they put 
up their money. By the same token, the Federal Government wants 
to know the same thing. 

Senator Kucuet. I completely agree with Congressman Hagen in 
his comment with respect to the application of the acreage limitation. 
The Feather River plan, a State plan, would be side by side with 
the Federal Central Valley project. The concept is two projects, one 
under State law, one under Federal law, and I agree with what he 
said. 

Going on, though, in addition to the question of a date here, you 
suggest that the problem of State ownership would be one under 
which a Federal guaranty should be forthcoming. Could you indi- 
cate, just fairly briefly, Congressman Hagen, why the question of 
State ownership is important to the people you represent? What is 
ee about that guaranty ? 

epresentative Hagen. I think perhaps some of the following wit- 
nesses can answer that question better than I, except I think it in- 
volves this aspect: They feel that this project, as a State-constructed 
project, would proceed more rapidly and with more mass financing 
at the outset; and also they feel that under State ownership more 
suitable arrangements for operation during the course of construc- 
tion, exchanges of water supply and so forth, could be worked out 
than under the situation where the Federal Government initially 
undertakes the construction. 

Senator Anperson. Do you feel that the State of California wants 
to let the contract for this rather than have the Federal Government 
let a contract for this $290 million worth of work ? 

Representative Hagen. I think that would be a minor considera- 
tion, Senator. 

Senator Anperson. I am just trying to find those things that are 
causing trouble. 

Representative Hagen. That would be just a suspicion on my part, 
but I think probably they feel the State would build it a little cheaper 
because you do not have all these layers or authority you have to go 
through to get decisions. That is just a suspicion on my part. 

Senator ANpERsoN. We will be glad to have testimony on that. 

I do not know that the State could have built Shasta Dam at lower 
cost than the Bureau of Reclamation, but, if that is their feeling, I 
can understand it. There are certain things that are being done that 
do seem to be done a little more expeditiously if the State does them. 

Representative Hacen. I am not saying that is the State position. 
It may possibly be. It is just a suspicion on my part. 
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Senator Anperson. Thank you very much. 

Senator Kucne.. Thank you, Congressman Hagen. 

Representative Hagen. I certainly appreciate your courtesy. 

Senator Kucue.. Mr. Banks, if you confine your testimony to those 
specific points on which there may yet be controversy, how long would 
it take you to testify ? 

Mr. Banks. Merely covering the points on which there is contro- 
versy wouldn’t take very long. I can set them forth very briefly, I 
think. 

Senator ANDERSON. Why do we not just start off? 

Allright, Mr. Banks, will you state your name for the record, please. 


STATEMENT OF HARVEY 0. BANKS, DIRECTOR OF WATER 
RESOURCES, STATE OF CALIFORNIA 


Mr. Banks. Senator Anderson, Senator Kuchel, my name is Harvey 
QO. Banks. I am director of water resources for the State of Cali- 
fornia. Appearing here with me today is Porter A. Towner, chief 
counsel of the department of water resources. We are appearing 
before your subcommittee today in support of authorization by the 
Congress of Federal participation in a joint venture with the State 
of C ‘alifornia i in the construction of works to serve the San Luis unit 
service area in western Fresno County, Calif., and the service area of 
the State’s Feather River project in Kings and Kern Counties and 
in southern California. 

By letter of February 20, Senator Clinton P. Anderson requested 
that I inform this subcommittee of the position of the California 
Department of Water Resources on S. 1887 which is before you today. 
He also requested tha I comment on the Kern County concept, which 
is set forth in H. R. 9969, 85th Congress. Senator Anderson noted 
that my statement on H. R. 6035, made before the House Subcom- 
mittee on Irrigation and Reclamation on January 15, 1958, was avail- 
able to this subcommittee and requested that 1 keep my statement 
today as short as possible. 

My position on 8. 1887, as outlined in this statement, is the same 
as that on H. R. 6035 except that one amendment dealing with con- 
struction of a master drain has been added. This additional amend- 
ment, which has been concurred in by all of the affected water users, 
is discussed in paragraph 1 of the attached explanatory statement. 

For the past year the California Department of Water Resources 
has been engaged in a comprehensive study of the drainage problems 
of the San Joaquin Valley, leading to the preparation of plans, cost 
estimates, and feasibility determinations. These studies will be com- 
pleted in 1960, and, if then authorized by the legislature, we plan to 
start construction of a master drain as soon thereafter as possible. 
We believe these provisions for adequate drainage facilities for the 
valley is imperative. 

The language of S. 1887 was developed in Washington in March 
1957, as an effort to solve the problems of joint Federal and State con- 
struction and use of the San Luis works. I participated in the draft- 
ing sessions, as did Mr. Towner. 

As I understand it, the primary intent of the draftsmen of the bill 
was to authorize the Secretary of the Interior to enter into a contract 
with the State for the construction and operation of joint use facilities 
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of the San Luis site. It was recognized by all of those connected with 
the drafting of the bill that certain changes and additions might have 
to be made. Subsequent study by our department and discussions 
with representatives of the Westlands Water District and water users’ 
organizations in Kern County and southern California have indicated 
the need for certain clarifying amendments. 

There is attached a draft of a revised S. 1887 which indicates the 
amendments I consider essential. We believe that these amendments 
remove many of the objections raised to the original language of 
S. 1887. New material is indicated by italics and deleted material by 
strikeover or bracketed. 

There is also attached an explanation of the proposed amendments. 
It is requested that the proposed amendments and statement be made 
a part of the record of this hearing. 

Senator Anperson. Without objection, that will be done. 

(The material referred to follows :) 


AMENDMENTS TO §S. 1887 Proposep spy Harvey O. Banxs, Director oF WATER 
RESOURCES, STATE OF CALIFORNIA 


A BILL To Autherize the Secretary of the Interior to construct the San Luis unit of the 
are vane? project, California, and additional works for joint use with the State 
of California, to enter into an agreement with the State of California with respect to 

e financing, construction and operation of such [unit] works, and for other purposes 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That for the principal purpose of furnishing water 
for the irrigation of approximately five hundred thousand acres of land in Merced, 
Fresno, and Kings Counties, California, and as incidents thereto of furnishing 
water for municipal and domestic use and providing recreation and fish and wild- 
life benefits, the Secretary of the Interior (hereinafter referred to as the Secretary) 
is authorized to construct, operate, and maintain the San Luis unit as an integral 
part of the Central Valley project and to construct additional works for joint use 
with the State of California (hereinafter referred to as the State) as later provided 
in this Act, hereinafter referred to as joint use facilities. The principal engineering 
features of said unit, which may be constructed to permit future 
joint use with the State, shall be a dam and reservoir at or near the San Luis site, 
a forebay and afterbay, the San Luis Canal, the Pleasant Valley Canal, and 
necessary pumping plants and distribution systems, drains, channels, levees, 
flood works, and related facilities. In constructing, operating, and maintaining 
the San Luis unit, the Secretary shall be governed by the Federal reclamation 
laws (Act of June 17, 1902, 32 Stat. 388, and Acts amendatory thereof or supple- 
mentary thereto) except so far as the provisions thereof are inconsistent with this 
Act. onstruction of the San Luis unit shall not be commenced until the 
Secretary has secured, or has satisfactory assurance of his ability to secure, all 
rights to the use of water which are necessary to carry out the purposes of the unit 
and the terms and conditions of this Act. Water deliveries to the San Luis unit 
service area shall not be made until there has been physically provided by the State 
of California acting alone or in co-operation with the United States, or by the United 
States, or otherwise, such portion of the master drainage outlet and disposal channel 
for the San Joaquin Valley, as generally outlined in the California Water Plan, 
Bulletin No. 3, of the California Department of Water Resources, as will serve 
adequately by connection therewith the drainage system for the San Luis unit mentioned 
in Section 4 of this Act. 

sien 2. The Secretary is authorized, on behalf of the United States, to negotiate 
and enter into an agreement with the State of California thereinafter Befereedh tr 
as the State} providing for coordinated operation of the San Luis unit and the 
joint use facilities and joint use of the faeilities of the San Luis unit; in order that 
the State may, without cost to the United States, deliver water in service areas 
outside the San Luis service area as described in the report of the Department 
of the Interior, entitled “‘San Luis Unit, Central Valley Project’ dated December 
17, 1956. The Secretary shall not commence construction of the San Luis unit, 
except for the preparation of designs and specifications and other preliminary work, 
until the execution of such an agreement between the United States and the 
State, but if such an agreement has not been executed by May 4, 4968 July 1, 
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1960, and if, after consultation with the Governor of the State, the Secretary 
determines that the prospects of reaching accord on the terms thereof are not 
reasonably firm he may proceed to construct and operate the San Luis unit in 
accordance with section 1 of this Act-, provided, that if the Secretary so determines 
he shall report thereon to the Congress and shall not commence construction for 90 
days from the date of his report. In considering the prospects of reaching accord 
on the terms of the agreement the Secretary shall give substantial weight to any 
relevant affirmative action theretofore taken by the State, including the enact- 
ment of State legislation authorizing the State to acquire and convey to the 
United States title to lands to be used for the San Luis unit or assistance given by 
it in financing Federal design and construction of the unit. The authority con- 
ferred upon the Secretary by the first sentence of this section shall not, except as 
is otherwise provided in this section, be construed as a limitation upon the exer- 
cise by him of the authority conferred in section 1 of this Act. 

Sec. 3. The agreement between the United States and the State referred to in 
section 2 of this Act shall provide, among other things, that— 

(a) the project works and features to be constructed by the Secretary 
shall be se designated and constructed to such capacities and in such a manner 
as to permit either (i) immediate integration and eserdinated operation with 
the State’s water projects er and (ii) such subsequent enlargement or other 
modification as may be required for integration and coordinated operation 
therewith; 

(b) the State shall make available to the Secretary during the construction 
period sufficient funds to pay a its appropriate share of the construction 
costs of any facilities designed and constructed as provided in paragraph (a) 
above;, said share of costs to be based on the proportionate capacity of the San 
Luis unit and the joint use facilities required by the State’s projects. The State 
eontributier share shall be made paid in annual installments, each of which 
bears approximately the same ratio to total expenditures during that year 
as the total of the State’s share bears to the total cost of the facilities; the 
State may make advances to the United States in order to matntain a timely 
construction schedule of the joint use facilities and the works of the San Louts 
unit to be used by the State and the United States; 

(c) the State may at any time after approval of its plans by the Secretary 
and at its own expense enlarge or modify San Luis Dam and Reservoir and 
other facilities to be used jeimths by the State or jointly by the State and the 
United States, but the performance of such work shall be so carried on as 
not to interfere unreasonably with the operation of the San Luis unit for 
the purposes set forth in section 1 of this Act; 

(d) the State United States and the State shall each pay ononene HH MBAR 
Pte mete Ht Cetivthiett etihic cited ne proportion- 
ate share of the operation, maintenance and replacement costs of; those fear 
tures of the San Luis unit and the joint use facilities which are used or designed 
to be used jeimth by the United States and the State; and any ether 
ef the Central Valley project whieh are of serviee te the State; 

(e) upon completion of repayment of those portions of the reimbursable 
Federal costs of constructing the Central Valley project which are assignable 
to the San Luis unit and the joint use facilities, title to said unit and the facili- 
ties ef the San Luis unit shall, upon request of the State, be conveyed to the 
State. Upon such conveyance, the State shall assume the obligation and 
responsibility of providing water for service to the users of San Luis unit 
service area; 

(f) promptly after execution of this agreement between the Secretary and 
the State, and for the purposes of said agreement, the State shall convey to 
the United States title to any lands, easements, and rights-of-way which it 
then owns and which are required for facilities of the San Luis unit or the 
oq use facilities to be used jointly by the United States and the State. 

he State shall be given credit for the costs of these lands, easements, and 
rights-of-way toward its share of the construction cost of the San Luis unit 
and the joint use facilities. The State shall likewise be given credit for any 
funds advanced by it to the Secretary for preparation of designs and specifi- 
cations or for any other work in connection with the San Luis unit and the 
joint use facilities; 

tte tpt eed shielh Hae Hetpesttieterdt Hae ot sHeb eapHetties da the 
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(g) the rights of the United States to use the capacities of the joint use faciltties 
and the works of the San Luis unit to be used cooperatively with the State shall 
be based upon the ratios of the capital expenditures by the United States in such 
works to the total capital costs of such works; 

othe the State shall have unrestrieted use of the remainder of the eapacity 
of men otis Reservott ard of other jointly ted frettties for ater serviee 
—— the San Ltis unit sepviee aren seteby tider the pitindietion of the 

(h) the rights of the State to use the capacities of the joint use faci’ities and 
the works of the San Luis unit to be used cooperatively with the United States 
shall be based upon the ratios of the capital expenditures by the State in such 
works to the total capital costs of such works; 

(i) wpon completion of construction of the San Luis unit and joint use facilities 
or any portions thereof which may be utilized to deliver water, the Secretary 
mery shall, upon the request of the State, turn over to the State the care, opera- 
tion, and maintenance of any of said works ef the San Luis unit which are 
used jointly by the United States and the State at sueh time and under such 
conditions as shall be agreed upon herevnder by the Secretary and the State; 

(j) notwithstanding transfer of title or of the care, operation, and main- 
tenance of any works to the State, as hereinbefore provided, any organi- 
zation which has theretofore entered into a contract with the United States 
under the Reclamation Project Act of 1939 for a water supply through the 
works of the San Luis unit and joint use facilities shall continue to have 
and to enjoy the same rights which it would have had under its contract 
with the United States and the provisions of paragraph (4) of section 1 of 
the Act of July 2, 1956 (70 Stat. 483, 483 U. S. C. 485h-1) in the absence of 
such transfer, and its enjoyment of such rights shall be without added eest 
er other any detriment arising from such transfer. 

(k) if a nonreimbursable allocation to the preservation and propagation 
of fish and wildlife has been made as provided in section 2 of the Act of 
August 14, 1946 (60 Stat. 1080, 16 U. S. C. 662), the features of the unit 
to which such allocation is attributable shall, notwithstanding transfer of 
title or of the care, operation, and maintenance to the State, be operated 
and maintained in such wise as to retain the bases upon which such allo- 
eation is premised and, upon failure so to operate and maintain those fea- 
tures, the amount allocated thereto shall become a reimbursable cost to 
be paid by the State. 

Sec. 4. In constructing, operating, and maintaining a drainage system for the 
San Luis unit, the Secretary is authorized to permit the use thereof by other 
parties under contracts conforming generally to the provisions of the Federal 
reclamation laws with respect to irrigation repayment or service contracts and 
is further authorized to enter into agreements and participate in construction 
and operation of drainage facilities designed to serve the general area of which 
the lands to be served by the San Luis unit are a part, to the extent the works 
authorized in section 1 of this Act contribute to drainage requirements of said 
area. The Secretary is also authorized to permit the use of the irrigation facili- 
ties of the San Luis unit, including its facilities for supplying pumping energy, 
under contracts entered into pursuant to section 1 of the Act of February 21, 
1911 (36 Stat. 925, 48 U.S. C. 523). 

Sec. 5. The Secretary is authorized, in connection with the San Luis unit, to 
construct minimum basic public recreational facilities and to arrange for the 
operation and maintenance of the same by the State or an appropriate local 
agency or organization. The cost of such facilities shall be nonreturnable and 
nonreimbursable under the Federal reclamation laws. 

Sec. 6. The provisions of the Federal reclamation laws shall not be applicable 
to water deliveries or to the use of drainage facilities serving lands under con- 
tract with the State to receive a water supply, outside of the San Luis service 
area described in the report of the Department of the Interior, entitled “San 
Luis Unit, Central Valley Project,” dated December 17, 1956. 

See: 6: Sec. 7. There is hereby authorized to be appropriated for construction 
of the works of the San Luis unit and joint use facilities authorized by this Act, 
other than distribution systems and drains, the sum of ___-__-_-_-----_- wap Pau 
such additional amount, if any, as may be required by reason of changes in 
costs of construction of the types involved in the San Luis unit as shown by 
engineering indices. There are also authorized to be appropriated, in addition 
thereto, such amounts as are required (a) for construction of such distribution 
systems and drains as are not constructed by local interests, and (b) for opera- 
tion and maintenance of the unit. 
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EXPLANATION OF AMENDMENTS TO S. 1887, PREPARED BY HARVEY O. BANKS 


1. The proposed amendments to section 1 were made for the purpose of clari- 
fying the authorization so that it clearly includes the authority to modify the 
original plans proposed by the Department of Interior for the San Luis unit of 
the Central Valley project and to provide additional capacities as may be 
necessary to permit and faciltate joint use of the works of the Bureau of Rec- 
lamation and the State. These facilities would be jointly used by the State and 
the United States to provide service to their respective service areas. Under 
following sections of the bill, the State would be required to pay its share of 
the construction costs based on the proportionate capacity of project works 
required by the State. At the end of section 1, new language has been added 
to provide that water deliveries shall not be made until a portion of the master 
drain for the San Joaquin Valley, set forth in bulletin 3 of the department of 
water resources, is completed. This part of the master drain would be used to 
dispose of water discharged from the drain for the San Luis unit. The amend- 
ment has been agreed to by all of the affected water-user agencies. 

2. Section 2 was amended to reflect the amendment to section 1 concerning the 
authority to construct works for joint use by the State and the United States. 
This section was also amended by extending to July 1, 1960, the period in which 
the Secretary of the Interior and the State will negotiate the integration contract 
contemplated by the bill. After July 1, 1960, if no agreement were reached, the 
Secretary could, if the likelihood of reaching agreement was found to be remote, 
proceed to construct the San Luis unit, as a Federal project for the purpose of 
serving the proposed Federal San Luis service area. If this should occur, a fur- 
ther amendment would require the Secretary to report the status of contract 
negotiations to the Congress and wait for 90 days before proceeding with con- 
struction of the project. The extension of the deadline date would give the 
Secretary and the State some 2 years to negotiate and execute the cooperative 
contract and would allow time for any necessary action by the State legislature. 
The requirement of the report to the Congress would be for the.purpose of in- 
forming the Congress and the 2 Interior Committees of the reasons for the 
failure of the 2 parties to come to an agreement within the designated time. 
These amendments are believed to be a reasonable compromise which attempts 
to satisfy the widespread concern expressed by water users in Kern County and 
southern California over the need for constructing the project initially as a 
joint venture and the adverse effect of constructing only a partial project which 
could not be used jointly with the State to serve an additional area within the 
State. 

3. Section 3 (a) was amended to more clearly express the concept of joint 
use of facilities immediately and the necessity for building the works to the 
capacities required for joint use of the two projects. 

4. Section 3 (b) was amended to clarify and define how the State’s appropri- 
ate share of the construction cost will be determined. This was left to interpre- 
tation and conjecture in the original bill, and the proposed amendment specifies 
with preciseness that the State’s appropriate share of the costs would “be based 
on the proportionate capacity” of the works required by the State’s projects. 
The section was also amended to permit State advances of construction funds 
to expedite construction in the event Federal appropriations are not adequate. 
Water users are desirous of having the project constructed as rapidly as possible. 

5. Section 3 (d) was amended to provide that both the State and the United 
States would be responsible for an appropriate share of the operation, mainte- 
nance, and replacement costs of facilities to be jointly used. 

6. Sections 38 (e) and 3 (f) were amended to conform with the amendments 
to section 1 and to clarify two minor points. 

7. Sections 3 (g) and 3 (h) were amended so that both the United States and 
the State shall be on an equal basis with reference to the use of capacities of 
works which will be used jointly. The rights to the use of the capacities will be 
based upon the ratios of the capital expenditures to the total capital costs of 
such works. Since both the State and the United States will contribute to the 
‘apital cost of the works, it appears equitable that they equitably share use of 
-apacities on the basis of their proportionate contributions. 

8. Section 3 (i) was amended to provide for the transfer to the State, at 
the State’s request, of operation and maintenance of authorized works to be 
jointly used, immediately upon their completion. The amendment makes such 
a transfer mandatory rather than permissive. Local interests in Kern County 
and southern California again are agreed that it is imperative that responsi- 
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bility for operation and maintenance of jointly used features be in the State 
of California. This is considered in accord with the apparent current policy 
of Department of the Interior to transfer responsibility for operation and 
maintenance of reclamation projects to local interests whenever it is feasible. 

9. Section 3 (j) was amended only to conform with the amendments pro- 
vided in section 1. 

10. Section 6 was added to clarify the fact that the restrictions of the Federal 
reclamation laws will not be imposed on water deliveries or drainage works 
in areas, outside the Federal San Luis service area, and served under contract 
with the State. Since the State will pay its proportionate share of the capital 
cost of the authorized joint-use works in order to provide water to its service 
area, it is not considered that any Federal restrictions on water deliveries should 
apply to the State’s service area. 

Mr. Banxs. If the subcommittee desires, I shall be glad to discuss 
the proposed amendments in detail or answer any questions concern- 
ing them. 

If these amendments are adopted, the department of water resources 
supports S. 1887. 

enator Anprerson. From that we understand these are essential 
before the department would support the bill. If we decided not to 
adopt the philosophy involved in the amendment, the department 
would rather not have the bill passed ¢ 

Mr. Banxs. Senator, may I say this about the amendment: They 
do not, in our opinion, in any way change the philosophy or the un- 
derlying concept of the bill. They are primarily aimed at clarifying 
the intent of the original language as we understood it in the drafting 
sessions in which we participated. 

I think you will find that there is no intent whatsoever to change 
the basic concept or the basic philosophy of S. 1887. 

Senator Anperson. You say that you do not change the basic phi- 
losophy, but if you decide that the State of California shall have 
complete and total control, you may not think that changes the basic 
philosophy as you talked about it in the drafting sessions, because 
that might have been what you had in mind, but that might not have 
been in the minds of the authors of the bill. You think the amendment 
should be clarified in character. 

Mr. Banks. That is true; yes, sir, with the one exception which 
was not with respect to drainage, and that has been added. It was 
not in the original bill, and it has been concurred in, as I say, by all 
of $e affected water-user agencies that this is a desirable addition to 
the bill. 

Senator Anperson. Then your amendments do not touch the so- 
called Kern County concept. 

Mr. Banks. They do not. The Kern County concept will, no doubt, 
be discussed in detail by others who will appear before the subcom- 
mittee later. 

The primary difference between the Kern County concept and the 
approach in ¢ 1887 is in the responsibility for the construction and 
operation of the project. Under S. 1887 the Secretary of the In- 
terior would construct all of the joint-use features and the State would 
pay to the United States its appropriate share of the construction costs, 
and, in exchange, would be entitled to proportionate right to the use 
of the joint-use facilities. The State would take over the operation 
of the joint-use facilities upon completion. 

On the other hand, under the Kern County concept, the State 
would build and operate the joint-use features and the United States 
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would pay to the State its appropriate share of construction costs and 
be entitled to use a proportionate part of the jointly used project 
capacities. 

nder either proposal, the United States would serve water to 
nearly 500,000 acres on the west side of the San Joaquin Valley, and 
the State would serve water to areas in Kern County and southern 
California. 

Under both proposals, Federal reclamation law would apply only 
in the Federal San Luis service area which would be financially 
integrated with the Federal Central Valley project. 

There are certain other differences in the two approaches, including 
the so-called cutoff date, which is in S. 1887, but not in the concept. 

Insofar as the State is concerned, either the approach taken by S. 
1887 or that in the Kern County concept conte be used to bring 
about successful Federal-State integration and cooperation at San 
Luis. My position on the Kern County concept is, in short, that it 
would be acceptable to the State if it is found acceptable by the De- 
partment of the Interior, by the affected water users in California, and 
by the Congress. 

A few general observations, if I may. 

Since authorization of the State’s Feather River project in 1951, 
the California Legislature has appropriated more than $40 million 
in furtherance of the project. At the present time there is some $24 
million committed in construction contracts and engineering work on 
the project is well underway. The Governor’s budget now before the 
legislature provides an additional $60 million in furtherance of the 
project for fiscal year 1958-59. 

As you may recall, the California Department of Water Resources 
has developed the California water plan, which has been published as 
bulletin No. 3 of the department. This plan is the result of some 10 
years’ work and an expenditure of approximately $8 million. 

The California water plan is intended to be a master plan to guide, 
assist, and coordinate the development, conservation and utilization 
of California’s water resources for the benefit of all areas of the State. 
The Feather River project is the first major project for State con- 
struction under the plan. Construction of all of the projects con- 
templated by the plan will require the expenditure of $12 billion 
or more. 

It is obvious that expenditures of this magnitude cannot be made 
solely by any one entity and that the combined efforts of State, Fed- 
eral, and local interests will be essential if California’s water re- 
sources are to be developed in a proper and timely manner. It is clear 
that Federal assistance will be required, and the joint venture con- 
templated by the bill before you, or by the Kern County concept, 
is, IN my opinion, an excellent way for the United States to work with 
our State in the development of its water resources. Our studies 
have shown that the joint venture would be of financial advantage 
to both the State and the United States and to the taxpayers of both. 
For example, the saving to the United States under an integrated 
plan of development at San Luis would be in excess of $30 million. 

In summary, then, our position is that Federal and State coopera- 
tion in the construction and operation of joint-use facilities at San 
Luis makes good sense to all concerned. We believe that S. 1887, 
with our proposed amendments, could be used to accomplish the 
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desired results in a manner equitable to all. The Kern County concept 
could also be so used, if it is acceptable to the interests concerned. 

In the past 2 months our department has worked closely with the 
various affected water users’ organizations in California to reach 
general agreement on the approach to San Luis. Four well-attended 
meetings have been held by the California group, the last being in 
Sacramento on March 12. Agreement has been reached on some points, 
but not on all. However, I am hopeful that the prevailing differences 
will be resolved shortly, and I intend to continue to offer the services 
of the department of water resources to forward settlement. 

Thank you for the opportunity to appear here today. 

Senator Kucnen (presiding). If it is agreeable to you, I would like 
to ask questions for the next few minutes, and we will conclude until 
2 o’clock when Senator Anderson gets back. 

First of all, you state, on page 4 of your statement, that the Feather 
River project was authorized in 1951. Does the State legislature’s 
authorization that year specifically include this San Luis project ? 

Mr. Banxs. Not at that time, that particular authorization. There 
was a subsequent report submitted in 1955 which was authorized for 
construction by the legislature and did include the San Luis features, 

Senator Kucuer. Your statement is that the legislature has gener- 
ally authorized the San Luis Reservoir ? 

Mr. Banxs. Yes. They accepted and received the 1955 report and 

Senator Kucnuet. In the 1955 report of your department did you 
contemplate a joint-use construction with the Federal Government? 
have based general appropriations upon the basis of that 1955 report. 

Mr. Banks. At that time, no, we did not. The joint-use aspect of 
this has been worked out generally as a result of the proposal of the 
Bureau of Reclamation to construct a project to serve the San Luis 
area. 

Senator Kucuet. What is your understanding of the State legis- 
lative authorization of San Luis today ¢ 

Mr. Banks. It is an authorization under which the State could, 
if appropriations are made available, construct all of the works at 
San Luis to serve the entire service area in the westerly-southerly end 
of the San Joaquin Valley, including the San Luis service area and 
areas in Kern County and southern California. 

Senator Kucuex. Are the recommendations you make in favor of 
S. 1887 in your judgment in consonance with the State legislative 
authorization or in derogation of them ? 

Mr. Banks. I think they are in consonance with the basic policy 
set up under the State Central Valley Project Act, which was passed 
by the legislature many years ago and which is still in effect and which 
envisions cooperative endeavor between the State and the Federal 
Government. 

The Feather River project, I might add, was authorized as a unit 
of the State’s Central Valley project. 

Senator Kucnen. Then do I understand that the action of the State 
legislature in authorizing the San Luis unit, in your judgment, did not 
include the authorizations as to who would build the project and 
by whom it would be operated ? 

Mr. Banks. May I turn that around, Senator, and put it this way: 
In my opinion, the present State authorization does not preclude 
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the type of coordinated and joint development as envisioned in the 
roposal before you. 

Senator Kucue.. There was no testimony before the State legisla- 
ture at the time it approved the San Luis project on the possibility 
of joint construction or joint use with the Federal Government ? 

Mr. Banks. I don’t recall any, Senator. I would have to go back 
and examine the record to make sure of that. 

Senator Kucuen. At any rate, in your judgment, your recommen- 
dations in favor of the Senate bill before us here today in no way 
is an affront to the intention under which the State legislature ap- 
proved the San Luis project ? 

Mr. Banks. I do not believe so. 

Senator Kucure,t. What was the amount of money estimated by 
your Department for construction of the San Luis unit at the time 
the State legislature approved such a reservoir ¢ 

Mr. Banks. Senator, I don’t have those figures. I would have to 
go back to the report to get them. I can give you, however, our esti- 
mate of the cost of what we term the so-called jointly used facilities 
here, which include the San Luis Dam and Reservoir, the San Luis 
forebay, the San Luis Canal and bay, at present-day prices. These 
include the large reservoir built with the 2,100,000 acre-feet capacity. 
The total amounts to $247 million. That is our estimate as of January 
1958 prices. 

Senator Kucue.. What is, just in general, the difference between 
your figures which you use today, of $247 million, and the Department 
of Interior estimated cost to the Federal Government of constructing 
a unit to a size which it could use, of two hundred and nine-odd million 
dollars ? 

Mr. Banks. In the January 1954 report of the Bureau of Reclama- 
tion the estimated cost of a 1 million acre-foot capacity San Luis Dam 
and the San Luis Canal to serve the proposed Federal service area 
was $131 million, approximately. Bringing those up to present-day 
costs for comparative purposes, it amounts to about $141 million. 

Senator Kucne,. What amounts to $141 million ? 

Mr. Banks. The cost of San Luis Dam and the San Luis Canal, 
built to the capacities as proposed in the Bureau of Reclamation report 
to serve the San Luis unit service area; or, to make that more specific, 
with San Luis Reservoir built to 1-million acre-foot capacity. 

Senator Kucuet. Which government envisioned building it to a 
million acre-foot capacity ? 

Mr. Banxs. The Bureau of Reclamation. The Bureau’s report in- 
cludes other works, including the Pleasant Valley Canal and certain 
other works which the Bureau proposed, which would not be included 
in the so-called jointly used facilities, to be used by both the State and 
the United States as is being discussed today. 

Senator Kucuen. Will you state for the record, first, Mr. Banks, 
what the Department’s plans with respect to San Luis are as to the 
use of peak pumping for water in the San Luis Reservoir ? 

Mr. Banks. As far as my department is concerned, that is the State 
department of water resources, we envisage using off-peak energy for 
all of our pumping installations except that diverting directly in the 
delta where we must pump all of the time, if possible, when there is 
surplus water there. 
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Senator Kucuen. Senator Anderson, I am sure, will want to go 
into the cost of water which the State envisages under the Feather 
River project, and I will not go into those questions now in his absence. 
But, getting back to the intent underlying the bill which I have co- 
authored. The recommendation embodied in the Kern County Farm 
Bureau’s —— which you have discussed them in general terms, 
indicate that the present Senate bill would provide for the construc- 
tion of the joint-use features by the Federal Government, the State 
thereafter to pay the Federal Government its appropriate share of the 
construction costs, and the State thereafter would be entitled to a 
proportionate rate to the use of the joint facilities. The State would 
take over the operation of the joint-use facilities on completion. Then 
you describe the Kern County proposal as envisaging the building and 
operating of the joint-use features at the San Luis unit by the State. 
The United States would pay its proportionate share of the construc- 
tion costs and be entitled to a proportionate part of the jointly used 
project capacities. 

ould you say that that, to your judgment, constitutes a pretty full 
statement of the distinction between these alternative proposals? 

Mr. Bans. That is one element of the distinction. The other ele- 
ment of the distinction is the matter of a cutoff date. 

Senator Kucuet. With the addition of the problem involved in the 
cutoff date, would you say that your statement is a pretty clear and 
full description of the differences ? 

Mr. Banks. I think those are the major points of difference, Sen- 
ator Kuchel. I think some of the people who will testify later may 
have some questions concerning relative water rates. 

In my opinion, the matter of water rates cannot be settled in Fed- 
eral legislation, but must be settled by action of the State water rights 
board. But that is a third point of issue which I think possibly will 
be brought before you. 

Senator Kucue.. I agree with your statement that water rights 
must be determined pursuant to laws of our State. 

Can you describe the differences of opinion with respect to the 
cutoff date? How does that work out in S. 1887 and the Kern County 
project ? 

Mr. Bangs. In S. 1887, and using the amendments which we have 
proposed here, the cutoff date would be set at July 1, 1960. 

Senator Kucnen. What would that mean? 

Mr. Banks. That would mean that, if by that time the Secretary 
of the Interior and the State had not reached an agreement and if 
at that time the Secretary of the Interior made a finding that the 

rospects of agreement were not good, and that the State of California 

d taken no affirmative-—— 

Perhaps, Senator, if I may do it, we may read it because I think 
the language is rather explicit: 


The Secretary shall not construct—— 


Senator Kucuen. You are reading now from what? 

Mr. Banxs. This is the same language as the present S. 1887, and I 
will indicate our proposed amendments there, too, as I go along, if I 
may : 

The Secretary shall not commence construction of the San Luis unit, except 
for the preparation of designs and specifications and other preliminary work, 
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until the execution of such an agreement between the United States and the 
State, but if such an agreement has not been executed by July 1, 1960— 
Parenthetically, that is the date proposed in our amendment (con- 
tinuing) : 

and if, after consultation with the Governor of the State, the Secretary deter- 
mines that the prospects of reaching an accord on the terms hereof are not 


reasonably firm, he may proceed to construct and operate the San Luis unit in 
accordance with section 1 of this act. 


And we have added and suggest the following amendment: 


Provided, That if the Secretary so determines, he shall report thereon to the 
Congress, and shall not commence construction for 90 days from the date of 
his report. 

That last provision is a recommended amendment. 

Continuing further from the original bill: 

In considering the prospects of reaching an accord on the terms of the agree- 
ment, the Secretary shall give substantial weight to any relevant affirmative ac- 
tion theretofore taken by the State, including the enactment of State legislation 
authorizing the State to acquire and convey to the United States title to lands 
to be used for the San Luis unit or assistance given by it in financing Federal 
design and construction of the unit. 

I believe that is reasonably explanatory. 

Do you wish me to go on with the Kern County concept? 

Senator KucHeEL. S respects the differences of opinion on the cut- 
off date, have you covered that now ? 

Mr. Banus. I have covered it as far as S. 1887 is concerned. That 
is the position taken in 8S. 1887. 

Senator Kucuet. By the State. 

Mr. Banks. We believe this is acceptable to us at the State level. 

So far as the Kern County concept is concerned, it provides no cut- 
off date, and, in the absence of an agreement, between the United 
States and the State there would be no construction by the United 
States. 

Senator Kucue.. In the absence of an agreement—— 

Mr. Banks. Between the State and the Federal Government. 

Senator Kucuet. By which the Federal Government would par- 
ticipate ? 

Mr. Banks. Yes, sir. 

Senator Kucue,t. When you make that assertion do you rely on 
the bill introduced by Congressman Hagen as your source of in- 
formation ? 

Mr. Banks. Yes. 

Senator Kucnen. Can you indicate to the committee what advan- 
tages you might think would accrue to either the State or the Federal 
Government from the Kern County proposal ? 

Mr. Banks. I believe Congressman Hagen has indicated the ad- 
vantages which are alleged to accrue to the State from the Kern 
County concept, in that there is some possibility that construction 
might be gotten underway and completed quicker under State con- 
struction. 

As far as the Federal Government is concerned, the expenditure 
of funds by the Federal Government would be spaced throughout 
the construction period. 

Financially, from the standpoint of the total expenditure of funds 
by both agencies, and assuming that the costs of construction by either 
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the Bureau of Reclamation or the State would be the same, and I have 
no reason to say that they would be any different, there would be 
no financial advantage to either agency under either of the approaches. 
The necessary expenditure to both the State and Federal Governments 
would be the same under the Kern County concept or 8. 1887, assum- 
ing that the works cost the same and the appropriation at use would 
remain the same. 

Senator Kucnex. Could you tell the committee what prompted the 
State to prefer, if I may use that word—and you correct me if I am in 
error—the provisions of S. 1887 subject to those amendments that you 
have offered here today ? 

Mr. Banxs. The principal advantages to the State, as I envisage 
S. 1887, as we have proposed amendments, would be, one, that the State 
would have to raise less lump-sum capital initially. The total ex- 
penditure would be the same, but under our laws when we let a con- 
tract for construction we must have the total amount of money avail- 
able. Under S. 1887, the construction being done by the Federal Gov- 
ernment, we would pay on an annual basis. Therefore, the appro- 

riations could be made on an annual basis whereas if the State 
uilt it, then we will have to have the total capital cost in hand at 
the time we allow a construction contract. 

Senator Kucuet. Which is $247 million, in the opinion of your 
department ? 

r. Banxs. Yes, sir; for 2,100,000 acre-foot San Luis Dam and 
the San Luis Canal for joint use. 

The other advantage, with which, I may add, some people disagree, 
would be the fact that we would bring to bear on this problem the 
construction capability of the Bureau of Reclamation to work in har- 
mony with the State on the remainder of the project. 

The advantage of the Kern County concept to the State would be 
principally that the State would, or it is so alleged, have a greater 
a over the jointly used facilities than would be possible under 

. 1887. 

Senator Kucue.. Do you agree with that statement, Mr. Banks? 

Mr. Banxs. Senator, I believe that the State can work out a 
satisfactory working arrangement and an agreement with the Bureau 
of Reclamation which will fully protect the interests of the State and 
the Federal Government under either approach. 

Senator Kucuet. So that you disagree with the people who ur 
the Kern County proposal to the extent that you do not believe the 
a would be more protected under its suggestions than under this 

i 

Mr. Banxs. Let me put it this way, if I may: I am not as fearful 
of the State’s interest not being protected as possibly some of those 
who will testify before you later. 

Senator Kucuex. Are you fearful at all? 

Mr. Banks. I think, as I said, that a satisfactory contract with 
the Secretary of the Interior can be arrived at. 

Senator Kucnet. So that you have no fears? 

Mr. Banks. I have no particular fears. 

Senator Kucuet. In your opinion, is there any difference in the 
date upon which the unit might be completely constructed as between 
the S. 1887 proposal and the Kern County proposal ? 
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That is a little difficult to answer, I know. However, whatever 
compete you can make on it, I would like to have the record show 
them. 

Mr. Bans. In the hearings before the House in January the opin- 
ion was expressed that it would be doubtful that any appropriations 
would be made by the Congress for the San Luis unit before 1962. 
I believe that the present differences in California will be resolved, 
if not at the present time, in the 1959 general session of the legisla- 
ture. If that is done, the State might well be in a position then to 
begin construction on the Feather River project and its component 
features, in a big way in fiscal year 1959-60 or at 1960-61. If that 
schedule of expenditure should come to pass, then, yes, the State 
would be in a position to build and complete these works in advance 
of the Federal Government. 

May I assure you, I have no indication of just what rate of appro- 
priations will be forthcoming at either level of government. 

Senator Kucuet. If the State Legislature in 1959 were to appro- 
priate the moneys necessary, to use your phrase, for construction of 
the Feather River project—that phrase, we understand each other, 
includes the San Luis unit ? 

Mr. Banks. Such portions thereof as the State may have to con- 
struct. 

Senator Kucker. However, in the absence of Federal legislation, it 
would be a $247 million appropriation for that 1 unit? 

Mr. Banks. We need those works as a part of the Feather River 
project ; yes, sir. 

Senator Kucue,. How much money are you talking about when you 
use the phrase “the Feather River project” that the State would have 
to appropriate in 1959? 

r. Banks. The legislature would have to make arrangements, Sen- 
ator, for the continued financing of the project. It will have to set up 
a financing program ultimately for the entire project, which, as you 
know, is in the order of $1.5 billion to $1.6 billion. Just how much 
they would have to appropriate in 1959 I am not at the moment pre- 
pared to state, but, certainly, they are going to have to set up a financing 
program for the entire development program in California, insofar 
as the State may undertake the responsibility therefor. 

Senator Kucuen. Going back to our statement earlier that, under 
the constitutional provisions in California, the entire amount neces- 
sary for a water project must have been appropriated or otherwise 
made completely available—— 

Mr. Banxs. May I correct you? I didn’t say for the entire project. 
I said for a construction contract at the time we let it. And it is the 
State Contract Act. It is not a constitutional provision. 

Senator Kucuer. Am I correct, then, in referring constantly here 
to a $247 million appropriation ? 

Mr. Banxs. Yes; it would be $247 million for the full capacity of 
San Luis Reservoir and for the San Luis Canal that is built to the 
capacity necessary to serve both the so-called San Luis unit service 
area, the service area in Kings and Kern Counties, and for southern 
California. 

Senator Kucnen. Would any substantive legislation be necessary 
in the State legislature before you could proceed with a construction 
contract, or is all that you need the money to go ahead with it? 
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Mr. Banks. All we need is the money to go ahead. 

Senator Kucuet. If the State legislature were faced with the prob- 
lem of Federal contribution and Federal joint construction and use, 
your answer would still be the same? 

Mr. Bans. There is a question, Senator Kuchel, as to the power 
of the State to turn title to property over to the Federal Government 
as envisaged under S. 1887. A provision therein is that, upon execu- 
tion of the agreement between the Secretary of the Interior and the 
State, the State shall then turn over to the Secretary “title to any lands, 
easements, rights-of-way” that it may have acquired which are neces- 
sary for the project, and receive a credit for the cost thereof. 

he question has been raised as to whether my department now has 

the power to turn that property over, and that is one of the matters 

which was brought before the legislature at the last session. That was 

one of the Lay reasons we feel that complementing and com- 

panion State legislation is necessary to remove any question as to that 
int. 

As far as the power of my department under the present water 
code is Learn to enter into a cooperative contract with the 
United States, I think we have that power. But, as a matter of policy 
of the department, we believe that those should be made subject to 
legislative review, since the legislature would have to appropriate the 
money for general fulfillment of that contract. 

Senator Kucuex. In your judgment, the legislature would have 
that problem before it to solve in 1959 ? 

Mr. Banks. Yes, sir. 

Senator Kucuet. It is not a part of the session agenda as of today ? 

Mr. Bangs. As of today, no. 

Senator Kucnex. What is the status with respect to the purchase 
of the property on which a San Luis Reservoir would be constructed ? 

Mr. harks. Pursuant to the directives of the legislature, we are 
now engaged in the necessary steps leading to purchase of some of 
the property involved therein. 

Senator Kucne,. How much money had been appropriated to you 
for that purpose ? 

Mr. Banks. $1,800,000. 

Senator Kucuet. How much do you contemplate will be addi- 
tionally meoneanty to purchase the entire real property necessary for 
the San Luis site ? 

Mr. Ban«s. As I remember the total, it amounts to $2,586,000. 

Senator Kucuet. Is there any provision in this year’s budget for 
any additional part of that $2,500,000 ? 

Mr. Banks. There is provision in the Governor’s recommended 
budget to the legislature as it now stands before the legislature for 
the full amount. 

Senator Kucuen. I think, if you do not mind, we will take a break 
now until 2 o’cloek, and Senator Anderson will be back then. 

(Whereupon, at 12:50 p. m., the committee recessed until 2 p. m. 
this same day.) 

AFTERNOON SESSION 


(The subcommittee reconvened at 2 p. m., Senator Clinton P. An- 
derson, chairman of the subcommittee, presiding. ) 
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STATEMENT OF HARVEY 0. BANKS, DIRECTOR OF WATER 
RESOURCES, STATE OF CALIFORNIA—Resumed 


Senator ANpErson. What fundamental changes, as you see it, are 
you trying to make in the bill? If they are just language that does 
clarify, there isno problem. There must be some fundamental change, 
is there not ? 

Mr. Banks. Our proposed amendments are set out in our explana- 
tory statement which has been made part of the record. If you will 
turn to page 2 of our amendments, that is the only new element which 
has been made to the bill over and above that which had been pro- 
posed in the House hearings, which deals with the provision of drain- 
age and the fact that water deliveries shall not be made until there is 
provided in the San Joaquin Valley master drainage outlet for dis- 
posal of the drainage. 

Again, I want to repeat that this language concerning drainage 
has been worked out in consultation with the various affected water- 
using agencies in California, including Westlands Water District, 
representatives of the Central California Irrigation District, and 
others concerned here. We feel quite sure that language is acceptable 
and, as I said, we believe, too, that drainage is imperative. 

Senator Anperson. Will you tell me a little about how this is going 
to work? 

Water deliveries to the San Luis unit service area shall not be made until 
there has been physically provided by the State of California, acting alone or 
in cooperation with the United States, or by the United States, or otherwise, 
such portion of the master drainage outlet and disposal channel for the San 
Joaquin Valley, as generally outlined in the California water plan, bulletin 
No. 3, of the California Department of Water Resources, as will serve ade- 
quately by connection therewith the drainage system for the San Luis unit 
mentioned in section 4 of this act. 

The adoption of this amendment would mean that, if you built the 

roject and paid $290 million and the State of California did not 
ails this water-drainage outlet, the project would just have to 
stand there. 

Mr. Banxs. Or someone developed it. We anticipate that. 

Senator Anperson. You spend $290 billion and it stands there? 

Mr. Banks. Senator, May I point out that there is the very definite 
fear on the part of the water users to the east of the proposed San 
Luis service area, and I understand Mr. Bates, who represents Cen- 
tral California Irrigation District and others, that if a large supply 
of supplemental water is placed upon this area as is proposed under 
the San Luis, that it will cause very severe drainage problems in the 
lands to the east which lie downslope. 

Senator Anperson. They are going to have too much water ? 

Mr. Banks. Yes. I think it is generally acknowledged, and I be- 
lieve Mr. Rodner would confirm that drainage is necessary in this. 
There is no way of disposing of drainage in the San Joaquin Valley 
except through a master drain leading to salt water. That is the 
proposal which will come before the legislature in California in the 
1960 session for the construction of such a master drain. 

Senator Anperson. These people have just testified who want to 
charge the underground water. This is another section where they 
want to keep from charging the underground water. 
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Mr. Banks. That is essentially correct. We are dealing in many 
cases with perched water at the higher water table which affects the 
soil zone immediately. 

Senator Kucuet. May T ask a question ? 

Senator Anperson. I am only trying to get one thing clear in my 
mind. Are you trying to say by this amendment that you would 
just as soon have it read that no construction should be started until 
such provision has been made? You would not want to construct it 
and pay $290 million to have it sit there, would you? 

Mr Rinks. No, Senator, that is not the intent. 

Senator Anperson. You cannot deliver water unless you have a 
master drainage system. 

Mr. Bans. It is going to take some years to build both of these. 

Senator Anperson. Do you want to tie in the provision that unless 
they do get the drainage agreement and make arrangements for the 
master drain that you should not start construction ? 

Mr. Banks. Senator, I believe that the problem of providing the 
master drain can be worked out and will be worked out, because there 
is very large support for a provision of a master drainage system for 
the San Joaquin Valley so that this problem will be worked out and 
under construction on or before the time actual construction starts 
on the San Luis facilities. 

Senator Anprerson. Therefore, an amendment that would not 
allow construction to start would not damage it until a master plan is 
agreed to? 

Mr. Banks. As far as I am concerned, I would have no objection. 
Whether others would, I cannot say, but as far as I am concerned, such 
an amendment would not be objectionable. 

Senator Anpverson. I realize that numbers grow large in both Texas 
and California, but not living in either of those two States, $290 million 
isa right smart chunk of money. 

Mr. Banxs. That is correct. 

Senator Anperson. You would not want to put that into the ground 
and not be able to deliver any water from it, would you? 

Mr. Banks. That is correct. On the other hand, I think it is gen- 
erally recognized among irrigation interests that drainage must be the 
necessary accompaniment of irrigation. 

Senator Anperson. I could not agree with you more. We drained 
a whole lake on my farm and I am glad we did it. You have to have 
drainage along with it or you completely destroy your land. It sours. 
We do not want that, but if this is essential and you have a different 
authority to construct it, the State of California or otherwise, certainly 
there ought to be provision for this master drainage outlet and disposal 
channel made before construction starts on the main works and prob- 
ably such a provision would help you get it underway, would it not? 

Mr. Banxs. It undoubtedly would. 

Senator Anperson. I am not objecting to this. Drainage is ex- 
tremely vital. 

Mr. Banxs. Let me make my position clear, Senator. 

If such an amendment were to be favored by the committee, we 
would have no objection whatsoever. 

Senator Anperson. I have said so many times that water is our 
greatest friend or greatest enemy. It helps us when we put it on the 
land, but if it gets below and waterlogs the land, it destroys it rapidly. 
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May we have the next amendment? 

Mr. Bans. Of course, on page 3 of my amendment we did set up 
the cutoff date from May 1, 1958, to July 1, 1960. 

Senator Anperson. Why is that? 

Mr. Banxs. Simply because a year has elapsed since the original 
drafting of this bill, for one thing. 

Senator Anpmrson. Interest is a factor, of course. 

Mr. Banks. Yes. Since now we are faced in California probably 
with the necessity of going to the 1959 general session before all of the 

litical problems relating to water in California are resolved, this 

ate looks better. 

Senator AnpEerson. You would think there would be no objection to 
the date. 

Senator Kucuex. Not at all. 

Mr. Banks. We did ask: 

* * * Provided, That if the Secretary so determines, he shall report thereon to 
the Congress and shall not commence construction for 90 days from the date of 
his report— 

on page 8 of my amended bill. Again, that is language inserted which 
we believe may meet some of the objections that have been voiced to 
the Secretary being able to take arbitrary action. 

Senator ANpEerson. What does this do? 

Mr. Banks. It merely brings the matter to the attention of the Con- 
gress before he takes unilateral action. 

Senator AnpErson. To what end; so that somebody would introduce 
a rider on an appropriation bill ? 

Mr. Banxs. That might well be. It was not in the original bill, 
but it does in our opinion meet some of the objections raised to the 
language of the original bill. 

Senator Kucuex. As a matter of fact, Mr. Chairman, we developed 
this morning the fact that the legislature has appropriated some 
moneys under which the State is proceeding to buy the real property 
upon which the San Luis Reservoir will be constructed. The money 
is in the current State budget to eomplete the amount of money neces- 
sary for that transaction and I raise a constitutional question: How 
the Secretary of Interior legally or otherwise can proceed to build a 
reservoir in the absence of State approval when the property on which 
the reservoir would be constructed is vested in the State? 

Senator Anperson. I do not think you need to worry about it. I 
do not believe the Comptroller General would say that Federal funds 
should be so expended. That is why I do not understand this extra 


enna 
r. Banks. May I point out, Senator Kuchel, that under the terms 
of this bill, S. 1887, either as originally written or as we have proposed 
amendments, that upon the execution of the agreement providing for 
the joint use, then the title to the property owned by the State which 
is necessary would be turned over to the United States. 

Senator Kucnet. Precisely, because both governmental entities 
would have ene but, if the State refused to agree, then am I not 

he 


correct that the Secretary cannot proceed unilaterally ? 

Mr. Banks. I suspect that if the State were adamant and refused 
to agree or refused to turn over the property, there is a question 
whether the Secretary would have the power to condemn that prop- 
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erty. Idonotknow. That isa legal question which I am not compe- 
tent to answer. 

Senator Kucuex. At least on that basis I agree with the chairman 
that in my judgment this proposed amendment I would consider sur- 
plusage. Either there is going to be agreement or there is not. 

Mr. Banks. That is correct. 

Senator Kucuet. If there is going to be no agreement, I doubt that 
you are going to have a Secretary proceeding even if he wanted to 

roceed. 

; Senator Anperson. I just cannot believe that a Secretary of the 
Interior would wade into that much trouble when there are plenty of 
other States that would like to use this water, including some in the 
upper Colorado Basin. 

enator Kucuex. And the money. 

Senator Anperson. If there is $290 million available, we will be 

lad to put in the Flaming Gorge and Navaho and others. I think 
fs would not walk into that much difficulty. If he decides he is going 
to do it, then he has to say so to the Congress and wait 90 days to 
see if somebody puts a rider that says he cannot do it no matter what 
he decided. That would leave the Sécretiiss in a pretty odd position, 

I would think. 

Mr. Banxs. May I say that I have personally agreed with the 
viewpoint that you have expressed, Senator Kuchel. May I say that 
we have prepared and have presented a rather complete explanation 
of all of these amendments. 

Senator Anperson. In this one amendment, on the bottom of page 
4 of your amended bill, at the end of paragraph (b), where: 

The State may make advances to the United States in order to maintain a 
timely construction schedule of the joint use facilities * * * 
and so forth. 

Are you trying to say that the Congress does not appropriate money 
fast enough, that California can pour it in faster? 

Mr. Banxs. That has been the feeling of some of our people, Sena- 
tor, and this was inserted. We recommended it to take care of that 
eventuality. 

Senator Anprrson. Congress is sort of jealous of its appropriating 
responsibilities. This says, as I read it, that if the Congress decides 
to go ahead at a certain rate and California wants to go ahead faster, 
they will pour the money in and expect the Congress to keep up as 
best they can. 

Senator Kucuex. Senator, if I may observe at that point, if we 
contemplate here a resorvoir large enough for the Federal Govern- 
ment’s interest on the one hand, but as against that a reservoir 
indefinitely larger so as to accommodate not alone the Federal Gov- 
ernment’s responsibilities, but the State’s as well, then I wonder if it 
would do violence to the Senator’s plane of thinking that the State’s 
contributions would not interfere with what Congress by this bill 
bound itself to put up but that the State for its share could expedite 
its allocations, 

Senator AnDERsonN. Now— 
the State shall make available to the Secretary during the construction period 


sufficient funds to pay its appropriate share of the construction costs of any 
facilities designed and constructed as provided in paragraph (a) above, said 
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share of costs to be based on the proportionate capacity of the San Luis unit 
and the joint-use facilities required by the State’s projects. 

That sets up a basis of division of costs and the State can go ahead 
and make its contribution. Then it says: 

The State share shall be paid in annual installments, each of which bears 
approximately the same ratio to total expenditures during that year as the total 
of the State’s share bears to the totai cost of the facilities. 

If the State is putting up a third, and the Government is putting 
up two-thirds, and you are going to have a total cost of $300 million, 
the State agrees to put up $100 million in annual installments based 
on how fast they go. 

Then it says if the Federal Government doesn’t want to go except at 
the rate of $50 million, the State may advance some other money so 
that it can go at the rate of $150 million. The Congress may not 
agree with the State of California. The Congress may only want to 

0 $15 million a year. Right now we have a Glen Canyon project in 
Asisons that some of us may want to be speeded up. You cannot 
have it both ways. California cannot say in this particular instance, 
“To heck with the Federal Government. We will do it as fast as we 
want to,” and then tell us in the Colorado Basin that we can only go 
as far as Congress says. 

Don’t you think you are in a strange position? You have to be a 
little consistent; not too consistent, but a little consistent. 

Mr. Banks. With respect to this there was no intention of attempt- 
ing to tell the Congress at what rate it should go. Rather, it was the 
feeling, as has been brought out here before in prior testimony, that 
some of the entities in the State of California feel that it is possible 
that the Federal Government might not build these facilities as rap- 
idly as is necessary to meet the water problem. 

This was put in here, again as I say, as an attempt to meet that and 
to allow the State to advance funds so that the Bureau could build 
as rapidly as possible with the expectation that at such time as Con- 
gress might appropriate the funds in the future that then the final 
accounting would be made at the appropriate time. There was no 
intent here to attempt to force the hand of Congress, 

Senator Anperson. All I am pointing out is that we have a lot of 
projects going on right now. We have a project in Oregon, about 
which I have heard a lot, which is moving more slowly. Even the 
Corps of Engineers would like to have it move faster. They are the 
constructing agency and they want to go much faster, but the Bureau 
of the Budget has taken a sort of dim view of going too fast. They 
say, “So many millions is enough.” 

Ve made an appropriate contract the other day for the construc- 
tion of the Glen Canyon Dam, which I think is of just as much value 
to the States below Glen Canyon as to those above, because it will 
be a very valuable piece of construction in the river. 

The Congress says, “You shall spend out of the amount of money 
it is going to cost maybe only 10 percent of it this year.” You are 
trying to say, “That is all right for those people, but when it comes to 
California we don’t care what the Congress says. We will go as fast 
as we want and sent the Congress the bill for it after it gets done.” 

I don’t think that will sit very well with the members of the 
Appropriations Committee, Carl Hayden, for example, who has been 
here a long time, and has had to be patient many, many times. 
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Mr. Banxs. We would assume, Senator, that if the Congress au- 
thorizes this and makes any appropriations at all, that over the 
period of time that the intent would be to do the full job. 

Senator Anprrson. Surely, but do you know of a dam that has been 
built on the basis that you have outlined here? 

Mr. Banks. No; this is a new approach. 

Senator Anperson. Well, it is not only a new apatenc> It isa 
completely novel approach. It is a State telling the Federal Gov- 
ernment how to spend its money. 

Mr. Banks. That was not the intent, Senator. 

Senator ANpERson. You cannot read it any other way, can you? 

Mr. Banxs. May I illustrate what we intended ? 

Senator Anperson. I think you have. You have said that the 
State of California would believe that because of the water situation 
in California, you want the construction to be done in say 3 years, 
when the Government might want to spread it out to 7. 

Mr. Banks. We would have no objection to the Congress spreading 
the appropriations out over the 7-year period. 

Senator Anprerson. I did not say appropriations. I said construc- 
tion. 

Mr. Banxs. Construction either. 

Senator Anperson. You are trying to say that if Congress feels 
that construction should peer at a certain speed, having due re- 
gard for its budget and having regard for the general reclamation 
program and maybe having regard for the employment situation of 
the country, and so forth, if it decides that this shall go ahead at a 
certain speed, but the people of California think differently, that the 
will of Congress has nothing to say about it and shall not count. Isn’t 
that really what you are sayin 

Mr. Banks. Again, I ula 
intention. 

Senator Anperson. Tell me what it is, if that is not it. 

Mr. Banks. Let me give a few dates. Because of the urgency of the 
water situation in the west side of the San Joaquin Valley, not only 
in this area to be served by the San Luis unit, but also in Kern County, 
this facility should be ready to operate not later than 1964 at the 
latest, and preferably sooner. 

Since this is to be a joint effort, as we envision it here, we felt it 
only reasonable that the State might wish to be in a position and we 
believe should be in a position to expedite the construction if that 
can be done. 

Senator Anperson. You have used this term “joint venture” again. 

Mr. Banxs. That is correct. 

Senator Anperson. A little while ago I was asking about the money 
and they said that the joint venture of it was that the United States 
Government, out of the $290 million, is to put up $290 million so that 
all of the money is going to be Federal money. 

Mr. Banxs. That is not the intent. 

Senator Anperson. What is your understanding of it? 

Mr. Banxs. I can illustrate the intent best, I think, by quoting the 
— for the San Luis Reservoir itself, which I happen to have avail- 
able. 

The Bureau of Reclamation needs 1 million acre-feet of storage at 
the San Luis site for the benefit of the San Luis service area. With 
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that area taken out of the States project and served by the Bureau, 
the State needs an amount of 1,100,000 acre-feet at the site to serve 
Kern County, Kings County, and southern California and the central 
coast area. 

The intent of the joint venture as envisioned in this bill would be 
that, if the reservoir itself, for a total capacity of 2,100,000 acre-feet, 
the total cost of that, including the forebay which is necessary, is 
$119 million, the Federal Government would pay 10/21 of that, or 
$56 million. 

Senator Anpgrson. I follow you. Tellme one thing. 

Mr. Banxs. The State would pay for the total dam and reservoir 
facilities 11/21, or $63 million. 

Senator Anprrson. Where do we get the $290 million figure ? 

Mr. Bangs. In addition, of course, to what we have termed the 
jointly used facilities here, which will include the dam and reservoir, 
the forebay, the afterbay, and the canal leading southward, in addi- 
tion to those two which we estimate will cost $247 million, there are 
certain works which will be used solely by the Federal Government 
for service in the San Luis unit, and in which the State will have no 
interest whatsoever. 

Senator Anperson. We have a bill under which we contemplate 
that the Federal Government, if we go ahead in the exact terms of 
the bill, is to put up $290,043,000; is that right ? 

Mr. Banxs. That, as I understand it, Senator, is the Bureau’s esti- 
mate of the costs of the works necessary to serve the San Luis unit 
service area as a strictly Federal project. 

Senator Anperson. If you come later and the State of California 
takes a part of that, I am not going to worry about that. I just want 
to take the Bureau’s estimate for a strictly Federal project. 

Now, that covers a million acre-feet of storage ? 

Mr. Banks. Yes, sir. 

Senator Anperson. What is the estimate of the 1,100,000 acre-feet 
that the State of California is interested in in connection with this 
reservoir ? 

Mr. Bangs. The additional cost for the additional constructing of it 
to the full capacity of 2,100,000 acre-feet would amount to $55 million. 

Senator Anprerson. Do we not have, Mr. Lineweaver, the break- 
down of where to get this $290 million. They do not come in with 
ae bid. Is there somebody from the Bureau of Reclamation 

ere 

Mr. Lineweaver. Mr. McCarthy. 

Senator Anperson. You say you do not have it here. This is a 
hearing on this bill. 

Mr. Dantet V. McCartuy (Bureau of Reclamation). I was not 
aware that I was going to be asked to testify this afternoon. 

Senator Anperson. Somebody is going to justify asking for $290 
million. That involves a reservoir and various other things; does 
it not? Have we never had a statement of what this $290 million 
covers ¢ 

We had a long hearing on it. Do you happen to know what the 
Bureau of Reclamations estimate is on the dam itself where you are 
planning to spend $55 million ? 

Mr. Banks. At present costs, it would amount to, for the dam 
itself, about $57 million. 
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Senator Anperson. So that your share of the cost would be $55 
million ? 

Mr. Banks. For the total reservoir; yes. 

Senator Anprerson. And the Bureau of Reclamation’s share is only 
$57 million ? 

Mr. Banxs. Yes. 

Mr. Lineweaver. That is the reservoir itself. 

Senator Anperson. Is that eleven twenty-firsts as against ten 
twenty-firsts ¢ 

Mr. Banks. Roughly. 

Senator Anperson. Do you have different arithmetic than I have? 

Fifty-five million dollars divided by 10 is 5, times 5, and 11 times 
55 is what? Iam trying to discover how you get $57 million. 

Mr. Banxs. The $57 million is taken from the January 1954 report 
of the Bureau of Reclamation for the cost of construction of the San 
Luis Dam, with a reservoir of 1 million acre-feet adjusted by indexes 
to present price levels. At January 1954 the Bureau used a figure of 
$52,116,000. At present price levels, that is about $57 million. 

Senator Anperson. I thought you gave me a figure a minute ago 
where the State of California was going to put up $55 million, it had 
1,100,000 acre-feet of storage, and the Federal Government had 1 mil- 
lion acre-feet, and they were going to do this on a joint venture in 
which California would assume the extra cost of the enlargement of 
the reservoir. 

Mr. Banks. This proposal does not propose that the State would 
take the additional cost. It proposes that it would be split pro- 
portionately. 

Senator Anperson. Iamsorry. I should have said the proportion- 
ate cost. 

Mr. Banks. I think, Senator, possibly, if you will permit me to put 
this in the form of a tabulation for you and submit it to you, that I 
can make it a little more clear. 

Senator Anperson. What I am trying to get to, Mr. Banks, is 
certainly you would be permitted to supply these figures, but I would 
like to have them spiel by tomorrow morning if you can work 
them out. The Government here in its report shows $52,116,000 for 
the San Luis Dam and Reservoir, which will adjust to maybe $57 
million. 

Mr. Banks. That is correct. 

Senator Anperson. Now, on that basis, your part will be $70 mil- 
lion, or will you pay eleven twenty-firsts of this figure? 

Mr. Banks. This will have to be adjusted to the total construction 
costs of the full capacity reservoir. Then we will pay eleven twenty- 
firsts of the total cost. This is only for 1 million. 

Senator Anperson. Can you tell me how much will be added to the 
cost by going to 2,100,000 acre-feet capacity ? 

Mr. Banxs. May we change this figure? Mine are all on the basis 
of 1958. Change that one to $57 million. 

Senator Anperson. That is right. 

Mr. Banxs. To build the larger reservoir increases the cost to $112 
ee Now, the State would pay eleven twenty-firsts of the $112 
million. 

Senator Anperson. And the Federal Government would pay ten 
twenty-firsts of it? 
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Mr. Banxs. That is right. 

Senator Anperson. So that they will end up with about the same 
thing. Now, we are going to get what we want to know. Suppose 
they start to build, and the Federal Government lets a contract, or the 
State of California, or they let it jointly, and the bid cost, for easy 
figuring, is $105 million. Now, the Government would then put up 
$50 million and the State of California $55 million. The Appropria- 
tions Committee meets and, in its wisdom, decides to put up $744 mil- 
lion for that year. : 

You are trying to say that if the State of California wanted to put 
$30 million into it in the first year, it could do so, even though the 
Government said it only wants to go forward at this lower speed. 
That is a rather unusual proposal. The Federal Government has 
never done that, so far as I know. 

Mr. Banxs. May I say, Senator, that, so far as the State is con- 
cerned on this thing, the Bureau of Reclamation, in effect, so far as 
the State’s interest in this is concerned, becomes a construction agency, 
and we saw no reason why the Bureau should not be able to proceed as 
rapidly as money could be available from either source with, then, 
final accounting made at such time as the Congress in its wisdom might 
make the full appropriations for their share. 

Senator KucHe.. May I ask one question ¢ 

Senator AnpERson. Yes, but we are getting to the question. You do 
recognize that we have at least three people concerned in this. One is 
the Congress of the United States, which takes a look and decides how 
much of an appropriation it should have. Before that, you get the 
Bureau of the Budget, which has come in and said how much it will 
approve. Still ahead of that, you have the Bureau of Reclamation, 
which is going to ask for it. 

You are going to propose that some official in the State of California, 
which is a partner in the deal, can commit his partners at a rate faster 
than the Bureau of Reclamation shall recommend, that the Bureau of 
the Budget shall approve, and the Congress shall finally appropriate, 
and you think that can be passed on a little simple amendment here 
and not get caught on the floor of the Senate. 

Mr. Banks. We are not committing a rate of expenditure of Fed- 
eral funds on this, but we are committing rate of construction. 

Senator Kucuen. Do you intend, by this language, to permit the 
State to pony up part of the Federal contribution in advance, or 
merely the State contribution ? 

Mr. Banks. I would anticipate that, quite possibly, the State might 
wish to pony up, as you put it, part of the Federal contribution. 

Senator Anperson. Because, otherwise, you would have a distorted 
construction schedule. You would be going at $40 million one year and 
$10 million the next. You would not want to do it that way. 

Mr. Banxs. If I may forecast a little, Senator, I think you will 
have some testimony before you later this afternoon, by Kern County 
people, particularly, who are extremely anxious to see this thing con- 
structed and in operation at the earliest possible date. 

Senator Anperson. I do not doubt this at all, but, if you are going 
to have $290 million of interest-free money, you are going to have to 
do it at the rate of speed that the Bureau of Reclamation proposes, the 
Bureau of the Budget will approve; that the President will recom- 
mend ; and that the Congress BS finally pass. 
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I do not believe that they are going to turn it over to the State of 
California and say, “You are my partner. I have committed myself 
to put this money up at a certain rate of speed. You spend at any 
rate you want.” I do not believe they will say it to you. 1 would hate 
to be there when the Senator from California proposes that on the 
floor of the Senate. You are going to put him in a tough spot. 

Mr. Banks. In support of this, enator, again I would like to state 
that it is because of the critical need of water, not only in Westlands, 
but elsewhere, that it is imperative that we do whatever we can to get 
this facility constructed and in operation at the earliest possible date. 

Senator Anperson. I do not question that at all, Mr. Banks. 

Mr. Banxs. This was discussed with all of the water users con- 
cerned, water-using agencies concerned, and I believe this concept 
is one which meets approval. We make no prediction, of course, 
whether it will meet the approval of Congress, but we offer it as a 
means of expediting the construction of this project. 

Senator Anvrrson. I do not question that. Probably we are spend- 
ing too much time on this. I am only trying to say to you that, in the 
Congress, in the passage of the upper Colorado storage bill author- 
izing the Navaho Dam, $1,800,000 was made available ; $300,000 of that 
was allotted to roads, and then the Bureau of the Budget and the 
Bureau of Reclamation came in and suggested that at least $114 mil- 
lion of the Navaho Dam appropriation be put on Flaming Gorge and 
not start Navaho Dam. That was the procedure in this case, although 
the administration later reversed itself as to the Navaho program. 

It was recognized that the dam is just as necessary as it was the day 
the appropriation was passed, but there still is the control over the 
purse in the United States. You are proposing that the State of Cali- 
fornia take over that function and set aside the Appropriations Com- 
mittees of the Senate and House, set aside the Bureau of Reclamation, 
set aside the Bureau of the Budget, and ignore the President of the 
United States, who may come out and say, “There shall be no new 
starts,” as two Presidents have done in my short time in the Congress. 

I doubt if that sort of thing would be acted upon favorably in the 
Congress, and I think I ought to say so frankly, because I think you 
will encounter difficulty. I do not question Kern County saying it is 
necessary, but I say to you that, having a representative type of gov- 
ernment, you have to believe that the Senate and House will recognize 
that just as well as the State of California. 

Mr. Banks. Senator, may I clarify, however, for the record, that 
there was no intent on the part of this language to commit the Congress 
to any rate of expenditure of funds. This has to do with rate of con- 
eet and expediting the rate of construction by advancing of State 

s. 

Senator Anperson. Let me ask you this: For a long time we had an 
organization known as PWA. PWA came along and said that certain 
public buildings might be constructed as PWA projects. There was 
an overall limitation of several billion dollars on how much they could 
spend. They required State, municipal, and various other organiza- 
tions to spend only at that rate of speed. I can use exact examples. 

Suppose that the city of New York, which was building LaGuardia 
Airport as a PWA project, would say, “We know we only get $100,000 
a month, but we are going to spend $1 million a month, and get it later.” 
Don’t you suppose that would have been held up? 
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Mr. Banks. Of course, we have not conceived of this as a means 
solely of, shall we say, an antidote to recession. 

Senator ANpERson. I am not talking about that. 

Mr. Banks. Our sole concern is getting this facility built as rapidly 
as possible to serve both Westlands Water District and the areas to the 
south. 

Senator Anprrson. There is no point in discussing it interminably. 
I want to say to you that this is not in accordance with the practice of 
the Government, and the Government reserves the right to change its 
mind. It started the Florida ship canal and then did not build it. It 
started Passamaquoddy Dam and then did not build it. 

Our reclamation projects are almost always financed to completion. 
You can almost gamble on that, but the control of the purse of the 
United States Government is in Congress, and I do not believe they 
would have that control if that amendment went through. 

Let us have the next feature. 

Mr. Banks. Do you wish to go through these item by item, Senator? 

Senator Anperson. If they are important, I wish to cover them. 

Mr. Banks. I think the next most important one is section 3 (g), on 
page 6 of your amending bill, which is intended to more clearly set 
forth the relative rights of the United States and the State in the use 
of the total capacities of the works envisioned hereunder that are to be 
jointly used. Similarly with section 3 (h), on page 7, go together, and, 
as I say, are intended to set forth more clearly than we had in the orig- 
inal language. 

Senator Anprerson. Maybe we ought to have a statement of why 
you strike out certain language. Under (g) you strike out the fact 
that— 

The United States shall have unrestricted use of such capacities in the works 
of the San Luis unit which are used jointly by the United States and the State 
as shall be required to carry out the purposes of section 1 of this Act. 

Your version is that the rights of the United States shall be on 
some proportionate rate. Are you worried about the United States 
having equal rights? 

Mr. Banks. May I state the history of these changes? There was 
great concern among the water-using agencies of the southern part of 
the San Joaquin Valley and southern California as to the original 
language of section 3 (g) and (h) which seemed to them to give the 
United States complete control over the total capacities to any extent 
that the Secretary might determine to be necessary. 

Senator ANperson. Total capacities. 

Mr. Banxs. That was the concern that was expressed with the 
original language. 

nator ANDERSON. Does it read that way? 

The United States shall have unrestricted use of such capacities in the works 
of the San Luis unit which are used jointly by the United States and the State 
as shall be required to carry out the purposes of section 1 of this Act. 

What is wrong with that? 

Mr. Banks. Senator, as far as the original language is concerned 
may I remind you that Mr. Towner and I both participated in the 
drafting of the original language. It was our beliof at the time we 
drafted it that it was good, and set forth reasonably well the intent 
of all those parties to the draft. 
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However, as I say, there has been a concern expressed by various 
agencies in Kern County and southern California as to this language. 
We have attempted to draft other language which sets forth more 
clearly 

Senator Kucnuext. The same objective. 

Mr. Banks. The same objective that this be a proportionate use 
based on relative designed capacities. 

Senator Anperson. I would not say the same objective. If you 
say in a guardianship case that the guardian shall have exclusive con- 
trol and in another case say the guardian has control along with the 
person to whom money is left, that is different. Here you say the 
Federal Government shall have exclusive control over those things 
where the money is joint, but where the money is separate, the State 
shall have control. 

You come in with an amendment saying that from the very begin- 
ning the State and Government shall have joint control. Joint control 
is very hard to exercise as you must well know. 

Mr. Banks. The intent, as Commissioner Dexheimer and I drafted 
this bill, was that if the Interior needs 1 million acre-feet of storage 
at the site to serve the Westlands Water District area, and the State 
needs an additional 1,100,000 that Interior would have the use of 1 
million acre-feet and the State would have the use of 1,100,000 out of a 
total of 2,100,000. 

That was the intent when we drafted this. The question has been 
raised as I say as to whether this original wording properly expresses 
that intent. We believe that the revised wording perhaps may be 
better and may more clearly set forth the intent of those that drafted 
the bill. 

Senator Anperson. That is something to study. 

Mr. Banks. Again, with (i) the amendments are proposed to re- 
move some of the objections which were voiced to the original language. 

Senator Kucnet. This, I take it, is in consonance with what Secre- 
tary Aandahl said this morning: that the Department would look with 
favor upon State operation of the project. 

Mr. Banks. Yes; that was envisioned from the time the bill was first 
drawn. Senator Kuchel, may I clarify that ? 

Joint operation of those facilities which are common to both proj- 
ects, not in toto. 

Senator Anperson. This provides what? This provides that the 
Secretary must turn them over if the State asked for them. 

Mr. Banxs. That, again, is a unanimous belief of the water users 
in Kern County and southern California. 

Senator ANpErson. You want the Federal Government to put $290 
million into this project interest free for 50 years and when it is done, 
if the State asks for it, the Government must step out and turn over 
to the State the care, operation and maintenance of said works. 

Mr. Banks. Not the total project; only those facilities which are 
common or jointly used between the two projects. 

Senator Anperson. But the reservoir is used jointly and that is the 
heart of the whole program. 

Mr. Banks. That does not encompass by any means the whole San 
Luis project. There are many facilities in this project which are 

solely used by the Federal Government. 
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Senator ANpEerson. Who is it that does not trust the Bureau of 
Reclamation to administer this fairly ? 

Mr. Banks. Senator 

Senator ANpeRson. Somebody must have raised the objection or you 
would not have changed the language. This language says when you 
get it built and use $290 million of Federal money to build it, then if 
the State comes in and says, “You get out of here; we will run this to 
suit ourselves,” the Federal Government must get out. Where did 
that ever happen before ? 

Mr. Banks. I do not think, Senator, that that was the intent, that 
we run it to suit ourselves. The agreement between the Secretary and 
the State, I am sure, and similar matters have been under discussion 
between the Bureau and the State for some time, the agreement which 
would have to be entered into before this could be implemented would 
specify in detail the operating procedures and would have to be, I am 
sure, subject to the approval of the Secretary of the Interior and 
satisfactory to him. 

I would like, if I may, Senator, to voice one other thing: That under 
this joint-use concept, as it has been developed in S. 1887 or under the 
Kern County concept, either, the total development of the Federal 
Government would be something less than $290 million. It would 
be between $255 million and $260 million, because there would be some 
saving to the Federal Government under this joint-venture concept. 

Senator ANprERson. That is fine. It may be $260 million, but it is 
still a fair chunk of money. 

Mr. Banks. Yes, with that I cannot disagree. 

Senator AnprRson. Does the Government run Friant? 

Mr. Ban«s. It runs Friant. On the other hand, it does not run 
Sly Park, a unit of the Central Valley project. 

Senator Anprerson. Does it run Shasta? 

Mr. Banks. It does, but it will not run Casetas Dam of the Ven- 
tura project. That will be turned over to the local agency. 

Senator Anprrson. Is the Government putting up all the money 
under those just mentioned ? 

Mr. Bangs. Yes. 

Senator Anprerson. How big a project is the Cachuna? 

Senator Kucuex.. About $30 million for Casetas. 

Senator Anperson. I only say that this is a matter upon which the 
committee will have to pass. The language with which you are not 
satisfied is that the Secretary may turn it over. You want to make 
it “The Secretary shall.” 

Mr. Banxs. That has been, as I say, a very definite feeling on the 
part of the Kern County and southern California people, and may I 
suggest that you get their views on it? 

Senator Anprrson. I will be very happy to get their views. You 
heard the Assistant Secretary of the Interior testify this morning 
that he would not mind turning it over. He wants to have something 
to say about the conditions under which it is turned over. You people 
say that he has to turn it over. 

Mr. Banks. I am sure that he would have a great deal to say about 
the conditions. 

Senator Anperson. I do not know whether he would or not. If he 
is required to turn it over and cannot reach agreement on conditions, 
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he would still ae have to turn it over and try to negotiate later 
on. You greatly weaken the hand of the Secretary and strengthen 
the hands of the others at the bargaining table. 

I know of projects where the Becestary turned over control to the 
local group, but he went to them and said, “I want you to do it this 
way.” They would have a discussion and the local reclamation 
people generally came out with an agreement. 

is says, “We do not trust you on this one. We are going to make 
you turn it over.” I wonder if the language is not pretty strong. 

Go ahead with the next one. 

Mr. Banks. Section 6 on page 9 of my proposal again is put in 
there to clarify the fact that to the extent that the State puts money 
into this and for the areas to be served through State-constructed, 
State-financed, and State-owned facilities, the provisions of the recla- 
mation law would not apply. 

Senator AnpeErRsoN (reading) : 

The provisions of the Federal reclamation laws shall not be applicable to 
water deliveries or to the use of drainage facilities serving lands under contract 
with the State to receive a water supply, outside of the San Luis service area 
described in the report of the Department of the Interior * * *, 

That only eliminates the lands outside of the service area which 
would be State financed. 

Mr. Banks. That is correct. There are no further 

Senator Anperson. That would say, however, that the water from 
the large dam should be used in these areas but I can see that there is 
justification for saying that they have put up their share of the money 
for the large dam so that to take the water out the Federal reclama- 
tion laws would not be required to obtain. Offhand, that would be 
all right. 

Do you have further questions ? 

Thank you. I am sorry to have gone into so many of these things, 
Mr. Banks. 

Mr. Banks. We were very happy to have attempted to explain this. 
This is a complicated concept. There is no question about that. I 
want to thank you very much for the privilege of appearing. 

Senator Anperson. Thank you. 

Senator Kucuen. By the way, Mr. Banks, if you have or if you do 
not have, will you furnish the comments of the State with respect to 
the vitibaliniedihaiinie of the Congressman from Santa Clara County, 
Mr. Gubser, with respect to his proposal that this bill be amended to 
include additional reclamation works by which San Benito, Monterey, 
Santa Clara, and Santa Cruz Counties would get a supplemental 
water supply ? 

Mr. Banxs. We willl be happy to comment on that after we have 
had a chance to examine it. 

Senator Anpgerson. You have had a chance to see section 4 of his 
bill. Have you not seen his bill? 

Mr. Banks. We have not had a chance to go into that in detail and 
discuss it with the Bureau of Reclamation, Senator. We would prefer 
to discuss that with the Bureau and also to particularize some studies 
we have in progress. We will be prepared to comment within 2 weeks 
on that. 

Senator Kucuet. I have just one more question, if you can answer it 
briefly. Is the water program before the current session of the State 
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legislature the program which your department has urged for this 
year’s action ? 

Mr. Banks. Yes; that is correct. 

Senator Anverson. The legislature is trying to deal with this water 
problem ? 

Mr. Banxs. They are dealing with the budget. This is a budget 
session this year, Senator, and they will be in session until a week from 
Friday on the budget. The Governor has issued a special call for 
certain items of which water is not one, so that they may be in session 
under special call for a few days thereafter. 

Thank you very much. 

Senator ANprerson. The next witness. 

Senator Kucuer. One of my California colleagues, Representa- 
tive Charles Gubser, is here, and to accommodate him, I would like to 
have him make any statement he desires now for the record. 

We will hear Congressman Gubser at this time. 


STATEMENT OF HON. CHARLES S. GUBSER, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA; ACCOMPANIED BY 
GEORGE SULLIVAN, DEAN EMERITUS, SCHOOL OF ENGINEERING, 
UNIVERSITY OF SANTA CLARA; AND EDWARD R. HANNA, SAN 
BENITO WATER CONSERVATION DISTRICT, REPRESENTING TRI- 
COUNTY WATER DISTRICT 


Representative Gusser. I can finish in 10 minutes total with my 
witnesses as well. 

Senator Kucue.. Bring your witnesses up, Congressman. 

Representative Gusser. I thank you very much for the opportunity 
to appear out of order. 

I am Congressman Charles S. Gubser of the 10th District of Cali- 
fornia. My specific purpose in appearing before the committee is 
to request inclusion in whatever legislation is passed out of this com- 
mittee of a provision similar to section 4 in my own bill, H. R. 7295. 

The effect of H. R. 7295 would be to extend the service area of the 
Central Valley project as a part of the San Luis addition to include 
service to Santa Clara, San Benito, Santa Cruz, and Monterey 
Counties. 

By way of orientation, I would like to point out that this white area 
from about this point, San Benito County up to the San Francisco Bay, 
is the district which I represent. The Tombn Clara County is the 
15th largest county in the Nation by way of agricultural production. 

I think I can safely say that there is no area in the entire United 
States which has done so much for itself by way of water conservation 
as has this area. We have a water system for development of our own 
water resources which is far more complex for the size of the area 
involved than is the Great Central Valley project. 

In my own particular water conservation district, where I happen 
to own property, we have gone so far as to pay $4 on each $100 of 
assessed valuation in taxation for local water conservation, but still, 
despite these efforts, we are water short, and we definitely will have to 
import water. 

We feel that the San Luis source is our most likely source of water, 
and we have proposed, and there is a great deal of local acceptance for, 








80 


SAN LUIS UNIT—-CENTRAL VALLEY PROJECT 


a tunnel from the San Luis Reservoir across to the San Benito and 
Santa Clara Counties where it could flow by gravity if needed to Santa 
Cruz and Monterey Counties to the south. 

My point, to summarize, is simply this: This is a great agricultural 
area with a tremendous problem of water recession. The water table 
is going down each year. It is a valuable area. We have done every- 
thing that can be done locally and I will go so far as to say that no 
people in the United States can present a record of self-help such as 
the people of my district can present, and that can be borne out by 
figures. 

We know that outside water is our only possibility. Therefore, we 
respectfully request inclusion of section 4 of H. R. 7295 in this legis- 
lation. 

Let me point out that there are provisos in section 4 which require 
that, No. 1, a favorable economic physical feasibility report must be 
on file before any construction can start; and, No. 2, the State of 
California must, if it chooses, either move to serve the area by 1962 
or, upon notice by the Governor of the State that the State of Calli- 
fornia is not interested in serving the area, we could, of course, start 
sooner. 

That is the sum and substance of section 4. The need is great. I 
believe we can certainly justify that need, and we would like to be 
considered while San Luis legislation is being considered. 

I have as two of my witnesses Dean George Sullivan, dean emeritus, 
of the Engineering School at the University of Stant Clara, and Mr. 
Edward R. Hanna, who is with the San Benito Water Conservation 
District. Both of these gentlemen are representing the Tricounty 
Water District, which encompasses most of the area that I am priv- 
ileged to serve. 

I would like to call upon Dean Sullivan, if I may. 

Senator Kucue.. Mr. Sullivan. 

Mr. Sutiivan. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, I have here a map 
which shows in detail what Representative Gubser was talking about. 
The San Luis Reservoir is right here. 

(The map referred to is on file with the committee for reference 
purposes. ) 

Mr. Sutiivan. The particular thing we are asking for is that the 
improvements as shown on this map be added to the San Luis Reser- 
voir project. That blueprint shows water being pumped from the 
San Luis Reservoir or from the Delta Mendota Canal or the Feather 
River project through a canal and through an aqueduct which will 
come down here, feed San Benito County, Santa Cruz County, and 
Monterey County, and then go on up here into the Anderson. Reser- 
voir, the Anderson Reservoir being the point of feed or source of 
water for this whole system that Representative Gubser was talking 
about, which cost something like $20 million spent by the people in 
the center of the valley. 

This is the Santa Clara Valley represented here in the center of 
this picture. That $20 million was spent in thisarea. We have eight 
dams and reservoirs in which water is collected every year. Already 
this year we have approximately 114,000 acre-feet of water stored 
in those reservoirs which will be emptied into the underground system 
of the valley. 
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The underground system there has a capacity of a million acre- 
feet, and cealeae been pumping too much water out of it, with the 
result that it is down about 150 feet to water now, and the area in 
there centered at San Jose has subsided approximately 8 feet, with 
the result that there is a possibility of salt water intrusion coming 
in from the bay, so that we are very, very much in need of supple- 
mental water. 

We have saved a million acre-feet as it is, but we are still in need 
and there is no other place to get it except from the Delta Mendota 
Canal or the Feather River project. 

We are asking merely that this project shown on here, the San 
Luis Dam and Reservoir, be so extended as to include this aqueduct 
bringing the water into Santa Clara, San Benito, Santa Cruz, and 
Monterey Counties. 

This is Pacheco Pass. That red line is a tunnel at the 400-foot 
level. I think that that is the essential part of it. 

I donot think I have used 5 minutes. 

Senator ANnperson (presiding). Congressman, do you have lan- 
guage which you propose to take care of this? 

Representative Gussrr. Senator, in my bill in the House, H. R. 
7295, there is a section 4 which would take care of this proposal. 
The only thing I would recommend is that that language presently 
includes Alameda, Santa Clara, and San Benito Coomtinn That 
should be changed to read “Santa Clara, San Benito, Santa Cruz, 
and Monterey Counties,” but section 4 of my bill will take care of it. 

Senator Kucue.. Having hearings been held in the House on 
your bill? 

Representative Gurser. Yes, they have. 

Senator Kucuen. Has any action been taken on the bill ? 

Representative Gusser. No. 

Senator Kucuen. Could you arrange to have me receive a copy of 
the hearings? 

Representative Gunser. I will be glad to. 

Senator Kucuen. I ask unanimous consent that the record of the 
hearings be inserted. 

Senator Anperson. We will be glad todoso. We will insert a copy 
of H. R. 7295 at this point. 

(H. R. 7295 is as follows :) 


{H. R. 7295, 85th Cong., 1st sess.] 


A BILL To authorize the Secretary of the Interior to construct the San Luis unit of the 
Central Valley project, California, to enter into an agreement with the State of California 
with respect to the construction and operation of such unit, and for other purposes 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 

of America in Congress assembled, That for the principal purpose of furnishing 

water for the irrigation of approximately five hundred thousand acres of land 
in Merced, Fresno, and Kings Counties, California, and as incidents thereto 
of furnishing water for municipal and domestic use and providing recreation 
and fish and wildlife benefits, the Secretary of the Interior (hereinafter referred 
to as the Secretary) is authorized to construct, operate, and maintain the 
San Luis unit as an integral part of the Central Valley project. The principal 
engineering features of said unit, which may be constructed to permit future 
expansion, shall be a dam and reservoir at or near the San Luis site, a forebay 
and afterbay, the San Luis Canal, the Pleasant Valley Canal, and necessary 
pumping plants and distribution systems, drains, channels, levees, flood works, 
and related facilities. In constructing, operating, and maintaining the San 
Luis unit, the Secretary shall be governed by the Federal reclamation laws 











82 SAN LUIS UNIT—CENTRAL VALLEY PROJECT 


(Act of June 17, 1902, 32 Stat. 388, and Acts amendatory thereof or supple 
mentary thereto) except so far as the provisions thereof are inconsistent with 
this Act. Construction of the San Luis unit shall not be commenced until the 
Secretary has secured, or has satisfactory assurances of his ability to secure, 
all rights to the use of water which are necessary to carry out the purposes 
of the unit and the terms and conditions of this Act. 

Seo. 2. The Secretary is authorized, on behalf of the United States, to ne 
gotiate and enter into an agreement with the State of California (hereinafter 
referred to as the State) providing for coordinated operation and joint use 
of the facilities of the San Luis unit, in order that the State may, without cost 
to the United States, deliver water in service areas outside the San Luis service 
area as described in the report of the Department of the Interior, entitled “San 
Luis Unit, Central Valley Project’? dated December 17, 1956. The Secretary 
shall not commence construction of the San Luis unit, except for the preparation 
of designs and specifications and other preliminary work, until the execution 
of such an agreement between the United States and the State, but if such an 
agreement has not been executed by May 1, 1958, and if, after consultation with 
the Governor of the State, the Secretary determines that the prospects of reach- 
ing accord on the terms thereof are not reasonably firm, he may proceed to 
construct and operate the San Luis unit in accordance with section 1 of this 
Act. In considering the prospects of reaching accord on the terms of the 
agreement the Secretary shall give substantial weight to any relevant affirmative 
action theretofore taken by the State, including the enactment of State legislation 
authorizing the State to acquire and convey to the United States title to lands 
to be used for the San Luis unit or assistance given by it in financing Federal 
design and construction of the unit. The authority conferred upon the Sec- 
retary by the first sentence of this section shall not, except as is otherwise 
provided in this section, be construed as a limitation upon the exercise by him 
of the authority conferred in section 1 of this Act. 

Seo. 3. The agreement between the United States and the State referred to in 
section 2 of this Act shall provide, among other things, that— 

(a) the project works and features to be constructed by the Secretary 
shall be so designed and constructed as to permit either (i) immediate inte 
gration and coordinated operation with the State’s water projects or (li) 
such subsequent enlargement or other modification as may be required for 
integration and coordinated operation therewith ; 

(b) the State shall make available to the Secretary during the con- 
struction period sufficient funds to pay an appropriate share of the con- 
struction costs of any facilities designed and constructed as provided in 
paragraph (a) above. The State contribution shall be made in annual 
installments, each of which bears approximately the same ratio to total 
expenditures during that year as the total of the State’s share bears to the 
total cost of the facilities ; 

(c) the State may at any time after approval of its plans by the Sec- 
retary and at its own expense enlarge or modify San Luis Dam and Reser- 
voir and other facilities to be used jointly by the State and the United 
States, but the performance of such work shall be so carried on as not to 
interfere with the operations of the San Luis unit for the purposes set 
forth in section 1 of this Act; 

(d) the State shall pay annually an appropriate service charge in con- 
nection with, and/or an appropriate share of the operation, maintenance 
and replacement costs of, those features of the San Luis unit which are 
used or designed to be used jointly by the United States and the State and 
a4 other features of the Central Valley project which are of service to the 

tate ; 

(e) upon completion of repayment of those portions of the reimbursable 
Federal costs of constructing the Central Valley project which are assignable 
to the San Luis unit, title to the facilities of the San Luis unit shall, upon 
request of the State, be conveyed to the State. Upon such conveyance, the 
State shall assume the obligation and responsibility of providing water 
service to the users of San Luis unit service area ; 

(f) promptly after execution of this agreement between the Secretary 
and the State, the State shall convey to the United States title to any lands, 
easements, and rights-of-way which it then owns and which are required 

for facilities of the San Luis unit to be used jointly by the United States and 
the State. The State shall be given credit for the costs of these lands, ease- 
ments, and rights-of-way toward its share of the construction cost of the 
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San Luis unit. The State shall likewise be given credit for any funds ad- 
vanced by it to the Seeretary for preparation of designs and specifications or 
for any other work in connection with the San Luis unit; 

(g) the United States shall have unrestricted use of such capacities in the 
works of the San Luis unit which are used jointly by the United States and 
the State as shall be required to carry out the purposes of section 1 of this 
Act. Such unrestricted use shall extend throughout the repayment period 
and so long thereafter as title to the works remains in the United States; 

(h) the State shall have unrestricted use of the remainder of the capacity 
of San Luis Reservoir and of other jointly used facilities for water service 
outside the San Luis unit service area solely under the jurisdiction of the 
State; 

(i) the Secretary may turn over to the State the care, operation, and 
maintenance of any works of the San Luis unit which are used jointly by the 
United States and the State at such time and under such conditions as shall 
be agreed upon by the Secretary and the State ; 

(j) notwithstanding transfer of title or of the care, operation, and main- 
tenance of any works to the State, as hereinbefore provided, any organization 
which has theretofore entered into a contract with the United States under 
the Reclamation Project Act of 1939 for a water supply through the works of 
the San Luis unit shall continue to have and to enjoy the same rights which it 
would have had under its contract with the United States and the provisions 
of paragraph (4) of section 1 of the Act of July 2, 1956 (70 Stat. 483, 43 
U. S. C. 485h-1) in the absence of such transfer, and its enjoyment of such 
rights shall be withhold added cost or other detriment arising from such 
transfer ; 

(k) if a nonreimbursable allocation to the preservation and propagation 
of fish and wildlife has been made as provided in section 2 of the Act of 
August 14, 1946 (60 Stat. 1080, 16 U. S. OC. 662), the features of the unit to 
which such allocation is attributable shall, notwithstanding transfer of 
title or of the care, operation, and maintenance to the State, be operated and 
maintained in such wise as to retain the bases upon which such allocation 
is premised and, upon failure so to operate and maintain those features, 
the amount allocated thereto shall become a reimbursable cost to be paid 
by the State. 

Sec. 4. The Secretary is authorized to extend the water service area of the 
San Luis unit to Santa Clara, San Benito, and Alameda Counties and to con- 
struct the Santa Clara-San Benito-Alameda unit of the Central Valley project: 
Provided, That construction of such unit shall not be undertaken until a report 
demonstrating its physical and economic feasibility has been completed, reviewed 
by the State, and approved by the Secretary and by the Congress, and in no event 
prior to July 1, 1962, unless in the meantime the Governor of the State of Cali- 
fornia shall have notified the Secretary that the State approves construction 
of the Santa Clara-San Benito-Alameda unit as an integral part of the Central 
Valley project. The authority contained in this section shall not be held to 
be a limitation on the exercise by the Secretary of the authority conferred on 
him by sections 1 and 2 of this Act. 

Sec. 5. In constructing, operating, and maintaining a drainage system for the 
San Luis unit, the Secretary is authorized to permit the use thereof by other 
parties under contracts conforming generally to the provisions of the Federal 
reclamation laws with respect to irrigation repayment or service contracts and 
is further authorized to enter into agreements and participate in construction 
and operation of drainage facilities designed to serve the general area of which 
the lands to be served by the San Luis unit are a part, to the extent the works 
authorized in section 1 of this Act contribute to drainage requirements of said 
area. The Secretary is also authorized to permit the use of the irrigation fa- 
cilities of the San Luis unit, including its facilities for supplying pumping energy, 
under contracts entered into pursuant to section 1 of the Act of February 21, 
1911 (36 Stat. 925, 43 U. S. C. 523). 

Src. 6. The Secretary is authorized, in connection with the San Luis unit, to 
construct minimum basic public recreational facilities and to arrange for the 
operation and maintenance of the same by the State or an appropriate local 
agency or organization. The cost of such facilities shall be nonreturnable and 
nonreimbursable under the Federal reclamation laws. 

Sec. 7. There is hereby authorized to be appropriated for construction of the 
works of the San Luis unit authorized by this Act, other than distribution systems 
and drains, the sum of plus, such additional amount, if any, as may be 





84 SAN LUIS UNIT—CENTRAL VALLEY PROJECT 


required by reason of changes in costs of construction of the types involved in 
the San Luis unit as shown by engineering indices. There are also authorized 
to be appropriated, in addition thereto, such amounts as are required (a) for 
construction of such distribution systems and drains as are not constructed 
by local interests, and (b) for operation and maintenance of the unit. 

Senator Anperson. What does this do to the financing? What 
does this do to the $290 million cost ? 

Mr. Sututvan. The total cost we estimate to be $29 million. 

Senator Anperson. Who is going to pay for it? 

Mr. Sutiivan. If we have to, we will pay for it. I testified earlier 
before the State Legislative Committee not long ago, and they asked 
if we would contribute or match a $10 million appropriation to get 
this across, and I said I am sure that we would be very happy to do 
it. 

Senator Anperson. The State is going to put up $10 million and 
you are going to put up the balance? 

Mr. Sunuivan. So far, there is no definite provision for the financ- 
ing. Our proposal merely is to add this to the San Luis Reservoir 
and make it part of the San Luis project. 

Senator Anperson. I am trying to find out who is going to pay the 
$29 million if you add it. That is the question. 

Mr. Sutaivan. So far, nobody can answer that question because in 
the State of California at the present time, as you know, they are 
debating as to how these things will be financed. At the present 
time, what we are talking about is what we can get, what we will have 
to get. We have to get that water in there, no matter how we do it. 
If we have to buy it ourselves, as I say, we have spent almost enough 
to do that and can if we have to. It has to be paid some way. 

Representative Gupser. Senator, if I may answer as to my impres- 
sion, if this is authorized under Federal legislation it would be repaid 
in a similar fashion to all reclamation contracts by the water users. 

Senator Anprerson. Without interest? 

Representative Gunsrer. That is right, sir. That is my conception 
of it. There may be other alternative methods. 

Senator Anperson. I do not criticize that irrigation project, but 
that means it is really free when you figure 40 years without interest 
when interest is 3 percent. 

Representative Gusser. I do not say this flippantly, but I say that 
we are the 15th largest agricultural county in the Nation, and that 
we have participated in reclamation projects and feel entitled to be 
considered on the same basis as are other areas of the country under 
reclamation law. 

Senator Anperson. I did not question that. I was trying to dis- 
cover how you were going to take care of it. 

You had another witness? 

Representative Gusser. Mr. Hanna is with the county engineer for 
San Benito County, and also connected with Tri-County Water 
District. . 

Mr. Hanna. The exhibits demonstrate the critical need of water 
in our area. We are not an improverished area, and I feel we can 
pay for our water. We are not asking for something for nothing. 

he particular project, the tunnel under Pacheco Pass, was indi- 
cated in the Bureau of Reclamation’s Hollister reconnaissance report 
for 1954, in which they recommend that as the source of imported 
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water for our area, and the State department of water resources in 
California now have a staff study which indicates the same pre to 
be true. The Pacheco Pass tunnel was indicated in both of those 
as our source of water. 

That concludes the statement. 

Senator Kucue.. Mr. Hanna, would the supplemental water you 
would receive in that area which you have described be for domestic 
purposes as well as agricultural. 

r. Hanna. There would be very little for domestic purposes. 
Less than 10 percent would go into ‘counenlie purposes. That would 
also include areas in excess of 160 acres, 10 percent of the water used. 

Senator Kucuen. Did the Department of Interior comment on 
Congressman Gubser’s bill in the House ? 

r. Hanna. I cannot answer that. 

Representative Gusser. The Department of the Interior has stated 
to me that they are prepared to respond to a direct question from any 
member of the committee. 

Senator Anperson. I think you said you had a hearing in the 
House. The first witness generally is the Secretary of the Interior. 
What was his testimony ¢ 

Representative Gusser. I would have to consult the record specif- 
ically, but it is my understanding that he has voiced no opposition 
to this particular amendment of mine. I would not go so far as to 
say that it has been emphatically endorsed, but it certainly has not 
been opposed. 

Senator Anperson. Did I not hear you say that they had a hearing 
on your bill in the House? 

epresentative Gusser. That is right; along with Mr. Sisk’s bill. 

Senator Anprerson. Were you there at the hearing ? 

Representative Gusser. Yes, sir. 

Senator Anperson. Did the Secretary of the Interior testify? 

Representative Gusser. Yes, sir. I was not there during his testi- 
mony, however, but he testified directly to Mr. Sisk’s bill rather than 
to mine, and my bill is identical with his except for section 4. 

Senator Anperson. Let me start again. Have we ever had testi- 
mony on section 4? You said there has been a hearing. 

Representative Gusser. Not directly; no, sir. 

Senator Anperson. You said there had been a hearing on your bill. 
Your bill is like Congressman Sisk’s bill, except you have section 4? 

Representative Gupser. That is right. 

Senator Anprerson. The hearing was on his bill, was it not? 

Representative Gupser. Yes, sir. 

Senator Anperson. Has there ever been a hearing on your bill? 

Representative Gupsrer. As I understand, the hearing was billed as 
on Congressman Sisk’s bill and related bills, including my own. 

Senator Anperson. Has there ever been a comment on the section 
that differentiates your bill from the other bills? 

Representative Gurser. Not specifically in the form of an official 
report. However, the Department has informed me that they would 
be ri arngy to respond to questioning from the committee. 

Senator Anperson. Would you ask the Department to comment 
on the provisions of the bill ? 

Mr. Lineweaver. Yes, sir. 
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(The comments of the Department of the Interior are as follows:) 


Section 4 of H. R. 7295 would authorize the Secretary to extend the water 
service area of the San Luis unit to Santa Clara, San Benito, and Alameda 
Counties and to construct the Santa Clara-San Benito-Alameda unit of the 
Central Valley project provided that no construction would be undertaken 
until a report demonstrating its physical and economic feasibility has been com- 
pleted, reviewed by the State, and approved by the Secretary and by the Con- 
gress. The Bureau of Reclamation has not investigated, except in the most 
preliminary manner, the feasibility of serving the Santa Clara-San Benito- 
Alameda area as provided by section 4. As section 4 would not permit con- 
struction until a report on feasibility had been completed, reviewed by the State, 
and approved by the Congress, it would, in effect, require a new authorization 
by the Congress following adequate investigation. The Department of the In- 
terior, therefore, would not object to amendment of S. 1887 along the lines of 
section 4 of H. R. 7295. It should be noted, however, that as long as the State 
is actively investigating the area concerned as an area to receive water service 
from the Feather River project, the Department of the Interior would not con- 
template duplicating either the investigations or water service. 

Senator Anperson. I am trying to{ascertain whether we had a 
statement from them. f & 

Senator Kucuex. You are acquainted with this area, I am sure, 
Senator. I cannot underline too strongly what these gentlemen say. 
They are on the other side of the mountains. They do have a prob- 
lem and their population has increased rather tremendously. 

Senator Anperson. One of the gentlemen said a moment ago that 
the water table had dropped about 8 feet. 

Mr. Sutuivan. The surface of the ground. The water table itself 
dropped over 100 feet. The ground level itself settled so that build- 
ings and everything else, including foundations, are 8 feet lower than 
they were 20 years ago. 

nator Anprerson. The water table has gone down 100 feet? 

Mr. Suttrvan. Yes. 

Senator Anperson. How far are you above salt water now? 

Mr. Suuuivan. We are below salt water now, but likely we are 
pretty well sealed off from the bay, but we are pumping from below. 

Senator Anprrson. What level are you pumping from? 

Mr. Sutzivan. We are pumping from as low as 150 feet. It is 
very very important that we fill that up. 

Senator Anperson. Did you have very shallow wells in the be- 
ene! 

Mr. Sutiivan. Yes, we had many artesian wells, flowing artesian 
wells. 

Senator ANprrson. There are no artesian wells now? 

Mr. Sutuivan. No. 

Senator Anperson. A lift of 150 feet is not too much. You are 
worried more about the possibility of salt water than the cost of the 
lake ? 

Mr. Sututvan. Yes, and the settling in which foundations and 
sewers are disturbed. The city of San Jose has actually gone down 
about 8 feet. 

Senator Anprrson. Where is the city of San Jose in this project? 

Representative Gusser. Ten miles north here, sir [pointing to map]. 

Mr. Sutuivan. It is in the center part there. 

Mr. Hanna. Could I make another comment ? 

Senator ANperson. Yes, indeed. 
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Mr. Hanna. Unless we are a part of an authorized project, we have 
no source of water, and if we do not have a source of water, we cannot 
get it imported regardless of who pays for it. 

Our chief interest at this time is to become a part of an authorized 
project offering us a source of supply for imported water. 

Senator Kucuex. Mr. Hanna, is your problem recognized in the 
State’s water plan? 

Mr. Hanna. Yes, it is. 

Senator Kucuet. Has anything been done to further that portion 
of the State’s water plan ? 

Mr. Hanna. The State has been working on that for the last 2 
years on an aqueduct or some source of supply to bring water into 
our area. They recognize the need and the urgency. 

Senator Anperson. Of the 10 names that are on this map, are they 
all within this district; Sunnyvale, for example, where the original 
base was? 

Mr. Suxtxii1van. Mountain View and Los Gatos and those others. 

Senator Anperson. You have agricultural Jand there? You have 
apricots there? 

Mr. Sutiivan. Yes. 

Senator Anperson. So that the question of repayment is not as im- 
portant as being tied into a district. 

Mr. Sutuivan. Yes, the way in which we can buy it from somebody. 

Representative Gusser. There is a definite interest locally, Senator, 
in constructing this project by logical effort, but we still feel that we 
must have a source, and we feel that authorization incorporating us 
into the Central Valley project service area would assure us of the 
source. 

Senator Kucuex. Your preference, I take it, is that the project be 
a Federal reclamation project. 

Representative Gusser. That certainly is my preference. I feel that 
in light of the snarled situation in California water politics, if you 
want to call it that, that the earliest opportunity for service to this 
area of great need is through Federal construction and operation. 

Senator ANpERSON. That is just the opposite of some testimony we 
had this morning. 

Representative Gusser. We have differences of opinion in Cali- 
fornia. 

Senator Anperson. I understand that. Unquestionably this is a 
very fine agricultural area. There is no other way to get water. 

Cesresintative Gupser. No, sir. We have absolutely captured 
every economicaly feasible drop of water that we can think of. 

Would you agree to that, Dean Sullivan ? 

Mr. Sutttivan. There is no question about it. 

Representative Gupser. We have paid to the point that my own 
personal taxes for water conservation purposes are more than $4 per 
hundred. I do not think any district in the United States has a rate 
likethat. That is how far we have gone by ourselves. 

Mr. Sutiivan. There might be a misunderstanding when he sees 
there is no other way. There is the South Bay aqueduct which would 
tap up North Alameda and come down. That is shown on the face of 
this map. 

We simply are proposing that we tap this Feather River aqueduct 
or Delta-Mendota Canal and come over in here instead of coming 
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around here. We are not objecting to anything else, but we would 
like to have this possibility of coming right across in here. 

Senator Anperson. In case other sections of the country wonder 
about this, would it be safe to say that this is pesery supplemental 
water, that it does not involve the development of any new lands. 

Representative Gussrer. That is right. 

Senator Anperson. Therefore, it does not change any agricultural 
surplus problem ? 

presentative Gusser. That is right. 

Mr. Suttivan. It is just that we do not have to pump so much water 
out of the ground. 

Senator ANperson. How did you feed this water out of the ground? 

Mr. Suuirvan. We have about 500 acres of percolation area right 
around the edge of the valley here, and we put that in there in gravel 
beds and it goes down. We can percolate 250,000 acre-feet per year 
intothe ground. Wetake it from here. 

That is where we expect to have it delivered at Anderson Reservoir, 
and that is the entrance to our percolation area. 

Representative Gussrer. Senator, a moment ago when I said there 
was no other alternative, I meant there was no other alternative except 
to import water. However, that statement would be true for San 
Benito County, this particular area here, because the State, I under- 
stand, has determined that it would be infeasible to serve San Benito 
County from a northward source, and that this is the most feasible 
means for serving San Benito County, so that my statement would be 
true for San Benito County. 

Senator Anperson. You feel this is the best solution that could be 
obtained ? 

Representative Gupsrer. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Sutiivan. The State department of water resources has the 
South Bay aqueduct, but have also worked in cooperation with us 
in this investigation here. We are not objecting in any way to the 
northern entrance there for Alameda County certainly. 

Senator Anperson. Are there other questions ? 

Senator Kucuet. No, sir. 

Senator Anprerson. Thank you very much. 

Representative Gusser. Thank you very much, Senator. 

Senator Anprerson. Who is the next witness ? 

Mr. Lineweaver. J. E. O'Neill. 

Senator Anperson. Mr. O'Neill, will you state your name for the 
record and what you are doing here? 

Mr. O’Neru. My name is J. E. O’Neill. I am president of the 
Westlands Water District. 

I have a short statement that I would like to read. 
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STATEMENT OF J. E. 0’NEILL, PRESIDENT, WESTLANDS WATER 
DISTRICT 





Mr. O’Neru. The area embraced by the San Luis project includes 
approximately 500,000 acres of some of the most highly productive 
lands in the United States, located in western Merced, Fresno, and 
Kings Counties, Calif., with a gross annual production valued in ex- 
cess of $75 million. It provided employment for hundreds of work- 
ers at farm wage rates far above that of the national average and 
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above that commonly paid in California and contributes materially 
to the welfare and prosperity of the many communities within the 
area. 

In May 1956, I had the privilege of appearing before this commit- 
tee in behalf of the San {nis project. At that time, I pointed out 
that: 

The chief obstacle to the survival and prosperity of agriculture within this 
area is the rapid depletion of its underground water supply. The average well 
will range from 1,500 to 2,000 feet in depth, with a water table of nearly 475 
feet in depth today, as opposed to some 250 feet 15 years ago. 

The deep well turbine pumping installations in these wells require from 150 
to 250 horsepower motors to lift water from this great depth. The total cost of 
well and pump installations range from $50,000 to $75,000 per unit. These 
wells will individually irrigate approximately 175 acres of summer crops and 
some 300 acres of winter crops. 

Such water is fast becoming prohibitive in cost. In addition, as the water 
supply is depleted, the quality of this water deteriorates and, today, the high 
mineral contents of this deep well water is rapidly becoming a serious threat 
to the fertility of the land. 

The near tragic situation I outlined before you 22 months ago has 
steadily worsened. Our water table has receded further and the use 
of deep well water of high mineral content is continuing to cause de- 
terioration of our agricultural lands. 

It was evident from the earliest days of cultivation of west-side 
lands that a supplemental water supply would ultimately be required. 
At the time of construction of the initial features of the Central 
Valley project our West Side Land Owners’ Association gave $40,000 
to the he of Reclamation for initial planning work on the San 
Luis division. Ever since we have worked continuously with the 
Bureau on the problem. As a result of these efforts, the initial fea- 
tures of the Central aley projec the Delta Cross Channel, the 
Tracy pumping plant, and the Delta-Mendota Canal, were so designed 
and constructed so as to have sufficient capacity to serve San Luis. 
The early project reports coupled with the actual inclusion of ca- 
pacity in the Central Valley canal system clearly indicates the intent 
of the United States to develop a supplemental water supply for our 
lands as features of the Central Valley project. 

You will recall that at the time of my last appearance before you, 
the administration had not yet reported to the Congress its position 
regarding the then pending San Luis bill. In addition there was 
vocal opposition from various interests, mainly from the southern 
portion of our State. We left that neaning with a determination to 
do all in our power to clear up the roadblocks to legislative action 
before again seeking your endorsement. 

Following the 1956 hearings, there followed a series of meetings in 
California in an effort to work out a bill that would meet with the 
approval of as many interests statewide as possible. These meetings 
were culminated in a weeklong meeting here in Washington last spring 
which was attended by the director of the California State Depart- 
ment of Water Resources, officials of the United States Bureau of 
Reclamation, representatives of local interests, and congressional staff 
experts in an effort to reconcile conflicting interests and achieve a bill 
that would satisfy all concerned. This meeting resulted in a draft 
of a bill which received the prompt endorsement of the Governor 
of our State and its director of water resources. Senators Knowland 
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and Kuchel jointly introduced it in the Senate and it is now before 
you as S. 1887. On the House side, Mr. Sisk introduced an identical 
companion bill, H. R. 6035, which was the subject of committee hear- 
ing in that body in January of this year. 

S. 1887 authorizes construction, operation, and maintenance of the 
San Luis unit of the Central Valley project. Section 2 would au- 
thorize the Secretary of the Interior, in behalf of the United States, 
to negotiate and enter into an agreement with the State of Cali- 
fornia— 
providing for coordinated operation and joint use of the facilities of the San 
Luis unit, in order that the State may, without cost to the United States, 
deliver water in service areas outside the San Luis service area * * *. 

There is a deadline, which is not absolute, of May 1, 1958, set forth 
in the bill for the execution of the agreement with the State. The 
director of the State water resources has suggested that this deadline 
be extended to July 1, 1960. I told the House committee, and I re- 
peat now, that although this would mean an additional 2-year delay, 
which we can ill afford, that in the interest of harmony we are willing 
to make this added concession. 

Section 3 of the bill sets forth the minimum conditions to be in- 
cluded in the State-Federal agreement. They include, among others, 
provisions that the project features must be so designed and con- 
structed so as to permit either immediate or subsequent integration 
and coordination with the State water projects; that the dam and 
reservoir, or other joint use facilities, may be modified at any time by 
the State at its own expense; and that upon completion of the repay- 
ment of the reimbursable Federal costs of the project, title to the 


facilities of the San Luis unit shall be conveyed to the State upon re- 
quest by the latter. 
Senator ANperson. You ss y that upon completion of ee of 


reimbursable Federal costs of the project, title to the facilities to the 
oo Luis unit shall be conveyed to the State upon request of the 
atter. 

I am not objecting to it, but I must say that you are going to take 
away from the Congress more things in this legislation than I ever 
heard of. You are not going to let the Congress put out its money 
where it wants to. 

And now you are not going to let the Congress make disposition of 
facilities after it is paid off. 

Are there other projects—aren’t all of them fixed so that the Con- 
gress makes disposition of it? 

I would like very much to see this project go through. I think it 
is a fine piece of country and needed piece of work. But don’t ask us 
to swallow too many things all at one time. 

Mr. O’Ner. Well, Mr. Chairman, I think we are doing everything 
we can to satisfy those who are opposing the Federal construction 
of this project. And, of course, the last resort, the last say, is with 
the Congress. 

Senator AnpErson. But titles to the facilities in the San Luis unit 
shall be conveyed to the State upon request of the latter? Do you 
know of any place that that has been done? 

Mr. O’Nenu. I am not familiar with it; no. 

Senator Anperson. It has never been thus far in the history of the 
country. 
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Now we all recognize that out there you have got a little different 
situation. You are going to have 37 Congressmen some of these days 
soon. But thisisa pretty big change in the policy. 

One of the reasons, Mr. O’Neill, that we have been able to get large 
appropriations of Federal reclamation funds interest free for all these 
years is when the project is paid out the Federal Government has a 
great asset. 

You say the Federal Government is going to have a great asset 
pad that any time we want to ask it away from them, we can get 
it back. 

I admit the people that use this water and pay for it, and so forth, 
have a big interest init. But the Grand Coulee Dam is a very valuable 
asset. When it is paid out, I don’t believe they are going to give 
the State of ee title to it. 

I have said on a hundred occasions that that money will roll into 
the Federal Treasury for a thousand years. 

Now I may have overstated the case a little bit. It may run for 
a hundred years but I have been holding out the hope that they were 
going to get back some money to repay it for this initial use of this 
interest-free money. And this just hits me right straight between 
the eyes, that you are going to say, “No; we are going to own it when 
we pet through.” 

he only person that I know of that advocates that is Senator 
Malone. He has been trying to get his hands on Boulder Dam. I 
don’t blame him for his enterprise. But I don’t believe they are about 
to give it up. 

Is this vital to this project ? 

Mr. O’Newu. Well I can’t say as to that, Senator. I did not sit 
in on the negotiations when this bill was prepared. I do know that 
there were so many conditions in this bill that were put there in order 
to satisfy some of the objections. 

Senator Anperson. Well, I want to say, Mr. O’Neill, that I know 
you to be an excellent businessman and a very shrewd and competent 

usinessman. I believe if you put money in a project and knew that 


you weren’t going to get any dividends off of it all the yee that you 


would hope to get a little capital gain when you final 
it. 

Mr. O’New. That is right. 

Senator Anperson. That is what the Federa] Government wants 
to do here. 

Mr. O’Net. I think that is right, Senator. 

Senator Anperson. That is right. We want to be careful about 
it. I hope this isn’t too vital to it, because this would start a squabble. 

You know we have put into a piece of legislation a while ago a 

rovision of 160-acre limitation should not apply under the Smal] 
rojects Act. 

I think I have defended the 160-acre limitation pretty vigorously. 
Lam very fond of it. Iam glad it is there. 

But, I didn’t believe it belonged in the Small Projects Act. Be- 
cause this was a wholly different type of work. We had quite a battle 
from Senator Douglas on it. He has a bill pending. He writes me 
a little love note every once in a while, wanting to aon when I am 
going to give him a hearing on his provision to take out that part of 
the Small Projects Act. 


y disposed of 
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Now when you get to the floor with this and somebody says, “Does 
this change the general reclamation program?” I would have to say 
well, if you take the recommendation that Mr. Banks made here 
awhile ago—and I recognize he made it in behalf of the people out 
there—it does to this degree: It says that when you get ready to build 
it, if you approve it, and the Congress doesn’t appropriate money 
fast enough, the State of California can say, “To the devil with the 
Congress,” and build it as fast as it wants it and not as fast as the 
Congress wants it. 

Then when it gets it built and it is paid out after using this inter- 
est-free money for all these years—all you do is when you use the 
interest-free money is just about match what the interest would be— 
and when you get it out by the use of interest-free money, then we 
own it. 

I can imagine a debate is going to run on it for a long, long time if 
these things are in it. 

I believe the people would be well advised. And you have to make 
up your own minds on this—not to just differentiate too greatly from 
what the general Federal reclamation clause is, and expect to get 
through. It is going to be ticklish to explain that this dam will be 
built if it is built to the 2,100,000 acre-feet, and I think that would 
be desirable. But if 1,100,000 acre-feet paid for by the State of Cali- 
fornia, when it is mixed with the other million acre-feet, that the 160- 
acre limitation should apply to that. 

I think it should. But you and I probably have found out from 
our tax lawyers already that if we give our wives some community 
property and she ever mixes it with ours, it is gone as far as tax relief 
is concerned. We can’t give her any separate property. It is mixed 
the minute she gets money of her own that has no connection what- 
ever with community property. Once it is mixed, it is gone. 

Now this water, once it is mixed, still stays with its individual char- 
acteristics. That is a tough one. I can be explained because I think 
it is just and fair. And I think I would support it. I don’t want 
to commit myself, but I think I would on the statement that Mr. 
Banks made. It sounded sensible to me. 

But when you ask to have the title to this go back to the State, I 
think you are asking for a battle which you don’t need to take on. 

Senator Kucuet. I am inclined to think that that problem could be 
deferred to some date 40 or 50 years from now. 

Senator Anperson. Which way? If you put it in the bill you are 
going to find me on the floor early and late keeping this bill from 
passing. Because I think this is a drastic change. 

Senator Kucuet. I think the whole problem, Mr. Chairman, can 
be deferred. 

Senator Anperson. I think the day is going to come when the 
States are going to take a little different view of this question of what 
happens to these projects once ~~ are paid out. 

t think Senator Malone may have a point there; that when they 
are paid out, the people who pay them out are the people who are 
under them. 

Senator Watkins pointed out that one of the big projects in his State 
was going to be paid out by the rates that these people would pay 
for the power. can see how there is some justification for saying 
that under those circumstances they ought to have title to what they 
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have paid for. With the use of interest-free money, I think it is a 
pretty close question as to who ought to have title to it when it is 
over. The payments back from this project, as we looked at it briefly 
this morning, on about $14 million a year. The interest costs 
are going to run about $10 million a year. 

So that we don’t gain too much even by this $14 million being 

aid in. 

R If that $14 million, however, is paid in, and finally pays the project 
out, as it will, I am not really sure you have a right to claim you 
own it. At least I wouldn’t lay that down as an absolute standard. 
Because as I say, as the Senator from California suggested, there 
will come a day that these projects all pay out, when the people are 
going to want to get them back into the hands of the folks around 
them. 

But I think I would not be fair if I didn’t warn you that some of 
us would be a little touchy on this subject right now. 

You may proceed. 

Mr. O’Neru. I am sure you will agree that S. 1887 contemplates 
a true partnership between the State and Federal Governments. It 
is a fine example of what can be accomplished when men of good will 
sit down around a table and try to work out a solution to a complex 
problem. There can be no better testimony as to its merits than the 
fate that our two Senators from California joined in introducing it in 
the Senate; that our Governor and our State director of water re- 
sources approved it; and that the administration has recommended 
to you that it be enacted. 

his is not to say that the bill is perfect or that amendments might 
not improve it. The California director of water resources, Mr. 
Banks, proposed certain amendments at the House hearings which 
we are willing to accept. We will accept any further amendments 
which are agreeable to the Secretary of the Interior and to the Con- 
gress as long as they do not delay Federal authorization and Federal 
construction of the facilities needed to provide our lands with a sup- 
plemental water supply. 

Senator Anprerson. May I ask you there. You may not want to 
comment on it now, but some time we are going to have to have an 
answer on the question of this section 4, which would add these other 
areas to the bill. 

I don’t know whether you have any thoughts on that or not, but 
these people feel that they want to get some amount of water because 
of the deficit they may have in their area. 

Do you have a feeling that you want your bill about as it stands; 
or—- 

Mr. O’Neitu. We would be very glad, Senator, to take care of our 
neighbors across the mountains if 1t can be worked out on an engineer- 
ing basis. 

Banatsk Anperson. Do you think there is enough water to take care 
of it? 

Mr. O’Nenu. I think we can take care of it. I understand their 
needs aren’t going to be so great. 

Senator Anperson. I don’t recall how much it was. Mr. Congress- 
man, do you know how much it would be? 

Representative Gusser. The maximum by the year 2000 would be 
88,000 feet total amount of water which could be taken in the off-peak 
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season because it is all percolated under the ground, And not during 
the irrigating season. 

Senator AnpEerson. You don’t know how much it would be in the 
beginning. 

r. Dan Sutiivan. What is the question ? 

Senator Anperson. If this were to be added to the project now, do 
you know how many acre-feet of water it would take? 

Mr. Dan Suxuivan. Approximately 150,000 acres, total. I am 
speaking of San Benito and Santa Cruz, also. This that you quoted 
is the State department of water resources estimates which includes 
only the underground—or only the users. And we add on to that a 
supplement ' 

Senator ANperson. For San Benito County, 55,000 ? 

Mr. Dan Sutiivan. Yes. 

Senator ANpERsON. So it will be about 143,000 acre-feet. 

Mr. Dan Sutiivan. Yes, on that order. Now incidentally you are 
talking about supply. The State department of water resources has 
its estimate. This is not anything extra than what is planned. 

Senator AnpERSON. So it is a matter of bookkeeping ? 

Mr. Dan Sutuivan. That is all. It is taking it from a different 
place. There is no new water involved in that. 

Senator Anperson. It does not jeopardize then, in other words, the 
project that Mr. O’Neill has been talking about ? 

Mr. Dan Scuutivan. No. 

Senator Anperson. As long as the project then could be satisfac- 
tory to you. I thought I might as well ask that question because it 
is going to come up later on. 

You spoke of amendments. 

Thank you very much. 

What about this 160-acre limitation? You heard the testimony 
about the Southern Pacific Railroad. Is that embarrassing to you? 

I believe you own more than 160 acres in the area. 

Mr. O’Netu, Yes, I do. And I expect to comply with the land 
limitations. 

Senator AnpERson. You don’t mind the 160 acres? 

Mr. O’Next. I mind it. 

Senator Anperson. Well, I will put it this way. Regardless of 
your personal feeling on the matter, if the bill passes with 160-acre 
limitation, you are going to accept the provisions of the bill. 

Mr. O’Netu. We oan to do that; yes. 

Senator Anperson. Do you have any feeling on the position of the 
Southern Pacific? Imerely ask this for my own guidance. 

Mr. O’Netu. Well, I think as long as you have invited them to 
testify here, I would rather have them make their own statement. 

Mr. Lrneweaver. I don’t know what we will get. We wired ask- 
ing the Compeny to present their testimony in person. 

Senator Anperson. What I am getting to is this: the Department 
of Interior made it quite clear that they would go right ahead and 

yass the bill over the protest of the Southern Pacific Railroad. I may 
be mistaken but it sounded like that, at least to me. 

You have said that as an individual you would be willing that the 
bill be passed. You aren’t going to welcome it. You aren’t going to 
go out and look for it. But you aren’t going to be too distressed over 
the 160-acre limitation if it finally ends up in the bill. 
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If the committee decided to report out the bill, with the 160-acre 
limitation in it—I think perhaps that is the only way it could pass 
the bill on the floor of the Senate—would you feel that was the desir- 
able thing to do, or do you think we should try to get the Southern 
Pacific Railroad in here and try to draft an amendment that might 
suit them even though it doesn’t suit the Secretary of the Interior ? 

Or would you not wish to comment on it? 

Mr. O’Neuu. I would like to see some negotiations with Southern 
Pacific to, if possible, relieve the acreage limitation. But I have a 
feeling that they will not stand in the way of getting water for that 
area regardless of the limitation. 

Senator Anperson. Just in my own mind I can’t believe that the 
Southern Pacific would go ahead and ask to have the interest added 
into their burden. I think it puts their hand at a great disadvantage. 

Mr. O’Neru. Well, they have discussed that point. But nobody has 
been able to give them accurate figures on that. 

Senator Anperson. I don’t think they are too hard to get at. L 
figured it out in my head and got $56 per acre. 

The Bureau of Reclamation figured it out on paper and got $56.50. 
So it must be somewhere in that general neighborhood. 

Mr. O’Netiu. Well, those figures were flying around pretty fast 
this morning. 

Senator Anperson. That is the best way to do when you are figur- 
ing out of your head. You might get caught if you had it on paper. 

That is what I was worried about. 

Mr. O’Netu. The cost is added to the cost of our water, and the 
water is to be delivered to us at $7.50 an acre-foot. 

Now, that repays the project cost plus the pumping, and in addition 
to that then we will have to assess—or levy an acreage assessment to 
repay our distribution system, which we think will cost between $7 
and $10 an acre, a year. 

Senator Anperson. You have got me confused now. $7.50 an 
acre-foot. You are going to have an average of 214 acre-feet. 

Mr. O’Net. No, I don’t believe we will use that much. Only on 
summer crops. We can’t, because we have a half a million acres to 
supply with a million acre storage. 

Senator Anprerson. Well, at least you think we should try to find 
the position of Southern Pacific Railroad. 

Mr. O’Nemu. I would like very much, if that could be done. 

Senator Anperson. Thank you. Go ahead. 

Mr. O’Nenu. Although able to recite substantial support—both 
Federal and State—I cannot report complete understanding with cer- 
tain interests in the southern portion of our State. We have met with 
them time after time, especially over the past few months, and almost 
up to the 11th hour before the start of this hearing, in an effort to 
arrive at an understanding. You will recall that we first sought a 
straight Federal authorization of San Luis. After various inter- 
mediate approaches, we support the Knowland-Kuchel bill which will 
permit the development of our project and materially assist the State 
of California in carrying out the objectives of its water plan. 

We have now become convinced that nothing short of a complete 
settlement of all rights to all of California’s unappropriated waters, 
either by a constitutional amendment or otherwise, plus a determina- 
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tion of the cost of water f. o. b. Kern County and southern California, 
and a final determination of the transportation route from the San 
Luis project southward will satisfy those interests. 

There is no necessity for further delaying this project pending a 
settlement of the water-rights problem in California, inasmuch as we 
presently have valid filings under State law for sufficient unappropri- 
ated water for project purposes. There is general agreement that 
whatever other works may ultimately be necessary to transport water 
into areas of deficiency below us, a dam and reservoir at the San Luis 
site will have to be built. The construction authorized in S. 1887 
will have no adverse effect on the cost of delivery of water to other areas 
of deficiency. Tothe contrary, Federal construction of San Luis might 
well decrease that cost. 

I might point out that, as an added safeguard, section 1 of the bill 
provides for further protection of the Federal investment by a require- 
ment that a firm water supply be available to the project before con- 
struction can be initiated. Such a supply can only be obtained through 
appropriate action by the water-rights board of the State of Cali- 
fornia. On March 8, 1954, our district, pursuant to State law, made 
filings to appropriate 2,500 cubic feet per second direct diversion from 
the Delta and 1 million acre-feet per annum storage in the San Luis 
Reservoir. 

In closing, I want to assure the subcommittee that we are waiting 
for the water and will be ready to receive it when it becomes available 
to us. 

Thank you for this opportunity to appear before you. 

Senator Anprerson. Thank you, Mr. O’Neill. 

If the Southern Pacific should be somewhat adamant on this 160- 
acre limitation, what do you feel about the feasibility of this project if 
the Southern Pacific’s 120,000 acres were left out ? 

Mr. O’Netz. I think that figure of 120,000 acres is not accurate 
insofar as San Luis is concerned, or the Westlands Water District. 

Senator Anperson. Oh, no; it is much lower for Westlands. 

Mr. O’Neru. Sixty-seven thousand acres is all that is contemplated 
to be served, as I understand it from this project. 

Senator Anperson. Well, here is Secretary Aandahl’s testimony. 
However, the Southern Pacific, which owns approximately 120,000 
acres, 65,000 of which are in the Westlands district. 

Mr. O’Nett. That is right. 

Senator Anperson. If you took that 65,000 acres out and left it out 
entirely, would that change the feasibility ? 

I don’t know how it could be done. But would that change the 
feasibility of the project somewhat ? 

Mr. O’Netx. Well, I don’t know how it could be done, especially 
on the distribution system. Because they have alternate sections 
within our district. 

Senator Anperson. Checkerboarded. 

Mr. O’Neuu. Checkerboard; yes. And they make it very difficult 
and very expensive to the other lands to bypass Southern Pacific lands. 

But again, I say I am sure the Southern Pacific will do everything 
they can to help to get a water supply for that west side. 

enator Anperson. Any questions of Mr. O’Neill ? 
Senator Kucugn. No. 
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Senator Anprerson. Thank you very much, Mr. O’Neill. We are 
always glad to have you come back. 

Mr. O’Neu. Thank you. 

Senator Kucuen. Oh, just one question, Mr. O’Neill. 

You approve of the recommendation, do you not, by which the 
problem of drainage would be recognized and written into the bill? 

Mr. O’Nemu. Yes. If it is agreeable with reclamation laws and 
with the Congress, yes. 

Senator Kucuexn. Thatisall. Thank you. 

Senator ANpERsoN. Who is the next witness, please ? 

Mr. Lineweaver. Mr. Kaljian. 

Senator ANpERson. State your name and address, please. 

Mr. Kaxs1an. My name is Charles T. Kaljian, president of the San 
Luis Water District. I reside in Los Banos, Calif. 


STATEMENT OF CHARLES T. KALJIAN, PRESIDENT, BOARD OF 
DIRECTORS, SAN LUIS WATER DISTRICT, LOS BANOS, CALIF. 


Mr. Katsgtan. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, I 
appreciate the opportunity to appear before this committee and to 
oe the views of the San Luis Water District in support of the 

an Luis project. 

Mr. Chairman, attached to my statement I have several exhibits 
that I will refer to as I go along. 

Senator Anperson. Just a moment ago, Mr. O’Neill was on, and 
he represented the Westlands district. a represent the San Luis 
Water District. 

Mr. Kastan. Yes. 

Senator Anprrson. Where is it located ? 

Mr. Kaxsian. We start right practically at the base of the pro- 
osed dam, and we are a long, narrow district, and we join the West- 
ands on the south. Our south border joins the Westlands. Our 

southeast border. 

Senator Anprrson. Thank you. I don’t want to appear repetitious, 
but I am taking the liberty of repeating some of the facts I stated 
in 1956. 

Mr. Kaug1an. I am Charles T. Kaljian, Los Banos, Calif., presi- 
dent of the San Luis Water District. I have been a resident of Cali- 
fornia for 53 years and am a landowner in the San Luis Water 
District. I have farmed lands in the San Luis Water District and 
other parts of the San Joaquin Valley. Speaking both in my official 
capacity as president of the San Luis Water District and as an in- 
dividual landowner, I wish to urge early approval of the San Luis 
unit so that construction can begin and water can be available as soon 
as possible. 

he San Luis Water District is situated on the west side of the San 
Joaquin Valley in Merced and Fresno Counties, Calif. It was formed 
in 1950 under the California water-district laws. 

The district consists of 50,065 acres of land, of which about 20,000 
acres are presently irrigated. The balance of the district is devoted 
to dry farming, grain, and wild pasture. The irrigated area pro- 
duces diversified crops, including melons, fruits, nuts, alfalfa, cotton, 
sugar beets, irrigated grains, and truck crops. Parts of the district 
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are peculiarly adapted to production of fruits and nuts because of a 
relatively frost-free condition that allows the growing of such crops 
without the necessity for smudging or other frost-damage prevention. 
It is anticipated that much of the future development will include 
large acreages of orchards, since many orchard areas in California, 
such as in the counties of Santa Clara, Alameda, Los Angeles, and 
others, are being replaced by industrial and residential developments 
at the rate of several thousand acres per year. 

There are, at present, two sources of water available to the district. 
They are the pumping of ground water and gravity and pumping 
diversions from the Delta-Mendota Canal of the Central Valley proj- 
ect. The ground-water supply is inadequate in quantity, and some 
of the ground water is of such poor quality that it is unfit for irri- 
gation use. Some attempts have been made to irrigate by use of this 
type of saline water, and the result is that trees have been killed. 
Several thousand acres of land have been developed within the dis- 
trict, with their supply coming from ground water. In many in- 
stances, there has been a rapid lowering of the ground-water table, 
resulting in complete failure of wells. In other instances, the ex- 
tremely high mineral content attacks the pump column, causing fail- 
ure in a short time, and makes the cost of pumping prohibitive. For 
these reasons, some lands heretofore developed have gone out of pro- 
duction and other lands face the danger of losing their water supply. 
This, of course, results in the loss of personal investment, with loss 
of revenues to the district and the loss of tax revenues to the county, 
the State, and the United States. A supplemental water supply is 
needed immediately to protect these lands. 

At the San Luis project hearing in 1956, a witness from southern 
California made the statement that the farmers on the west side of 
the San Joaquin Valley could wait 15 years for supplemental water. 
As a landowner in the San Luis Water District, my water conditions 
are similar to those of many of the ranchers in the San Luis service 
area. As I am familiar with my water conditions, I would like to 
tell you about my two wells. Both wells are over 1,100 feet deep— 
they are each powered by a 250-horsepower motor. 

I have copies of the Pacific Gas & Electric Co. reports on our No. 2 
well. 

These are exhibit sheets which are attached to the report. 

(The exhibits referred to were filed with the committee.) 

Mr. Kaustan. You will note that in March 1953 this well was 
pumping 1,491 gallons per minute. The power cost at this gallonage, 
and with a total lift of 542.6 feet, would be about $5 per acre-foot. 
On March 16, 1955, it was producing 1,257 gallons per minute. On 
July 10, 1956, this was down to 1,067 gallons per minute, and on Au- 
gust 29, 1957, this was down to 723 gallons per minute. The P. G. & E. 
report, dated December 6, 1957, shows that this water is costing $11.59 
per acre-foot for the power consumed. This is over twice what the 
water was costing per acre-foot in 1953. This great increase is a re- 
sult of increased pumping lift and decreased yield of the well, result- 
ing from overdrawn ground-water supplies. 

I stated previously that the high mineral content in the water at- 
tacks the pump and casing, causing pump failures and expensive 
repairs. I have some samples of our No. 2 pump. This metal is from 
the pump column itself, and was in the water about a year and a half. 
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That metal, when new, was a quarter of an inch thick. It is a little 
over a year old. That is in that condition. Our pumps have been 
repaired each year since 1953. 

I have attached a copy of our 1957 repair bill on well No. 2. That 
is sheet No. 3. This bill amounts to $5,200. As this well produced, 
according to the P. G. & E. report, 1,143 acre-feet during 1957, the 
cost of repairs amounts to $4.55 per acre-foot. As this well cost about 
$41,000, the depreciation cost over a 10-year period would amount to 
about $5 per acre-foot. 

Senator Anperson. How much do you depreciate it? On the 
machinery? Can you depreciate the building ? 

Mr. Kastan. Well, this well, you can see the pump goes to pieces 
very rapidly, resulting in, as I say, last year, a $5,200 repair bill. So 
that, in 10 years, that pump would be all gone. 

Senator Anprerson. You can’t depreciate the rest of the well? You 
can only depreciate the pump. 

Mr. Kans1an. Well, the well is going. The water is dropping, and 
if the well—if the water continues to drop for another 2 to 3 years at 
the same rate as it has been dropping, we will have to stop pumping. 
And that well won’t be 10 years old. It started pumping in 1952. We 
are now pumping over 600 feet. Our lift on those 2 wells now is over 
600 feet. You can’t lift much further than that and stay in business. 

Mr. Kastan. Adding the power cost of $11.59, the repairs of $4.55 
and the depreciation at $5, we find that this water is now costing better 
than $21 per acre-foot. If the water table keeps dropping, we will be 
forced to abandon the wells before the 10-year period is completed. 
Unless a supplemental water supply is brought to these lands soon, 
thousands of acres will have to be taken out of production. This land 
is producing seed alfalfa and cantaloups that are shipped to every 
portion of the country and in addition, barley and some sugar beets 
are grown. 

From the preceding facts you can see that we cannot wait very long 
for a supplemental water supply. I again urge this committee, as 
president of the San Luis Water District, and as an individual land- 
owner, to report favorably on the proposed legislation that would 
authorize the San Luis unit. 

Thank you very much. 

Senator Anperson. Thank you very much. 

Senator Kucnen. Before you call the next witness, Mr. O'Neill has 
a memorandum which he has prepared and which he would like to 
submit for the record. 

Mr. O’Neu.. I have been asked whether or not we were supporting 
the budget for water development in California: which is now before 
the legislature. And I would like to make this statement. 

It is the position of our district, as well as that of the California 
Water Development Council, representing valley interests that certain 
projects and certain activities of the State department for water re- 
sources must be carried forward without regard to the ultimate solu- 
tion to the difference between northern and southern California. 

Among these are continued construction of the Oroville Dam and its 
completion as rapidly as sound construction program will permit. 

The primary purpose is to insure the operation of this dam will 
make possible the safeguarding of life and property downstream. It 
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would be a breach of trust and a violation of the rights of California 
citizens to delay taking protective steps now against a repetition of the 
disastrous floods of Christmas of 1955, because of sectional differences. 

The North Bay Aqueduct and the South Bay Aqueduct are sound 
economically and feasibly from an engineering standpoint. And un- 
less the State of California moves rapidly to complete these projects, 
the underground reservoir will be ruined through intrusion of salt 
water. 

This cannot be allowed to happen. The department of water re- 
sources is charged with the development of California’s water re- 
sources. Through its capable director, Harvey Banks, it has prepared 
a comprehensive water program and initiated the construction of Oro- 
ville Dam; this in the face of terrific odds. 

Funds must be provided to continue the necessary engineering stud- 
ies and to permit the department of water resources to continue and 
operate in an efficient and orderly manner. 

These three phases of the developmentof the State water program 
are vital to the welfare of Californians, and we not only heartily en- 
dorse them, but we are actively working for their advancement. We 
are now actively working for passage of appropriations in the State 
legislature. 

Thank you. 

Senator Anperson. Mr. Bottorff 

Just for our own purposes here, when we get to the next witness, 
Mr. Bates, Mr. Wolfson, Mr. Shriver, and Mr. Britton, are you all 
going to testify ? 

Mr. Borrorrr. No, just one. 

Senator Anperson. Will you state your name for the record ? 








STATEMENT OF ALLEN BOTTORFF, KERN COUNTY FARM BUREAU ; 
ACCOMPANIED BY VANCE WEBB, MEMBER, KERN COUNTY BOARD 
OF SUPERVISORS 





Mr. Borrorrr. Mr. Senator, and members of this committee, I am 
Allen Bottorff of Bakersfield, Kern County, Calif. I am a farmer 
and, as a member of the Kern County Farm Bureau, serve as chair- 
man of its water problems department. I am also a member of the 
Kern County Water Commission. With me today is Mr. Vance 
Webb, a member of the Board of Supervisors of Kern County, who 
is also a member of the Kern County Water Commission. 

If I may for a moment deviate from my prepared statement here to 
say that I have been asked by the California Farm Bureau Federa- 
tion to submit for them a prepared statement, which you have here 
and which is not to be associated specifically with what I shall say 
in the remainder of my statement. 

However, because it has the answers to some of the problems or 
questions that have come up, I believe, really, that it would be wise 
to read a few pages that are here. 

May I refer to the testimony for the California Farm Bureau Fed- 
eration. 

I shall not attempt, after or perhaps during it, to make any com- 
ments respecting this, but we shall go into my own statement which 
is not as long as might be indicated by the material, as I am sub- 
mitting a number of exhibits. 
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This is a statement of the position of the California Farm Bureau 
Federation regarding legislative measures before Con relating 
to the San Luis unit of the Central Valley project of California dated 
March 14, 1958. 

Quotations from California Farm Bureau Federation resolutions 
adopted by the house of delegates, November 1957 : 

The San Luis Dam and Reservoir is an essential part of any portion of the 
Feather River project intended to provide service to many parts of the State 
south of the northern boundary of Fresno County. It should be constructed and 
remain an integral part of the Feather River project of the California water 
plan. 

Storage of water in and transmission through the San Luis Reservoir and 
other facilities of the State Feather River project for use in service areas of 
the proposed Federal San Luis unit should be permitted under contract between 
the State and the United States. 

Future water development with statewide interest must be integrated in the 
California water plan. 

Certain rights to water have been given to the present users. These rights 
must be guaranteed as this amount of water starts commingling in the Cali- 
fornia water plan. 

Should the Federal Government desire to aid in the purchase of rights-of-way 
for canals and necessary dam sites to be used as a part of the California water 
plan, cooperation should be only on the basis of control of the projects and 
properties by the State of California. 


Previous resolutions have endorsed the California water plan as the 
plan to follow in developing the water resources of California. 

S. 1887 and H. R. 6035 as proposed are in conflict with California 
Farm Bureau Federation in several instances. Some of the more 
serious conflicts are the provisions that: (1) the State shall convey to 
the United States title to any lands, easements, and rights-of-way 
which it owns and which are required for facilities of the San Luis 
unit; (2) the United States shall have unrestricted use of such capac- 
ities in the works of the San Luis unit, and so forth; (3) the Secre- 
tary of the Interior would secure all rights to the use of water which 
are necessary to carry out the purposes of the unit, and so forth; and 
(4) that the Secretary may proceed to construct and operate the San 
Luis unit, even though he cannot complete an agreement with the 
State of California. 

Senator AnpErson. Was this adopted by the California Farm 
Bureau on March 14? 

Mr. Borrorrr. The resolutions were adopted in the house of dele- 
gates in November and the observations 

Senator Anperson. Well, is this language taken from some resolu- 
tion adopted ? 

Mr. Borrorrr. These are adopted by the house of delegates of the 
64,000-member California Farm Bureau. 

Frankly these quotations are directly from their resolution of pol- 
icy. And of course they are specific. I have been furnished this as 
the exact information. I am not here to say anything further. 

Senator Anperson. Well, this is not an ordinary resolution. You 
have some quotations from the resolution. Then you have some lan- 
guage that says, “S, 1887 and H. R. 6035, as proposed, are in conflict 
with California Farm Bureau Federation policy in several instances.” 

Was that in their resolution or is this something that somebody 
worked up? 

Mr. Borrtorrr. This has been sent on the authority of Mr. Louis 
Rizzoni, president of the California Farm Bureau Federation. 
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Senator Anperson. What I am trying to get at is by what authority 
is this done? 

Mr. Borrorrr. By the California Farm Bureau Federation. 

Senator Anperson. I think you ought to supply us with the gene- 
alogy of this a little bit. How did it get to you! 

r. Borrorrr. It came to me through the medium of it having been 
sent in the exact form you see it here, to the American Farm Bureau 
Federation. 

Apparently there was some—— 

Senator ANperson. To the board in Chicago. 

Mr. Borrorrr. To the Farm Bureau Federation in Washington, 
D.C. Here. 

It was sent to them. I have been in touch with them, as I do gen- 
erally goby there. And they asked me if I would 

Senator ANpERson. Who gave this to you? 

Mr. Borrorrr. Mr. Charles Butler. And only, acting, I am sure 
on behalf of instructions from the California Farm Bureau Federa- 
tion. He is the director of land and water use of the American Farm 
Bureau Federation. 

Senator ANperson. Well, I am just—— 

Mr. Borrorrr. Now I think that the language in this first paragraph 
on page 2 only refers to the serious conflicts which exist between the 
ee pcos and the policy that has been set by the house of delegates. 
And that is all. 

Senator Anperson. Let me see if I can straighten out what is bother- 
ing me. I ama member of the Farm Bureau in my State. I am not 
a very good member, but I belong to it. 

I don’t get there too much. I do know a little bit, I think, about the 
American Farm Bureau and the way it operates, the way it draws up 
resolutions. 

Now, down here, as I glance through it, I can see where it says amend- 
ments to these bills prepared with the Kern County Farm Bureau 
water problems department, correct these conflicts and provide for 
adequate State control of the construction, operation, and maintenance 
of the San Luis unit. 

That doesn’t sound to me like a Farm Bureau resolution. 

I think this is somebody’s opinion that is being expressed here and 
isn’t the opinion of the Farm Bureau. I am trying to be very sure 
this is the work of the California Farm Bureau. 

Mr. Borrorrr. Yes, indeed, I am convinced that this is the expres- 
sion of the California Farm Bureau in the manner that I have said. 
I am just acting as the agency through which this is being offered. 

I thought perhaps in offering it that it might clear up some of the 
things that I have said regarding attitudes and feelings in respect to 
these things which might be of help. Otherwise, I assume that I 
would have just handed itin. Imay have done the wrong thing. But 
I wanted to do the right thing. 

Senator ANpERsoN. You have been to Farm Bureau conventions? 

Mr. Borrorrr. Yes, indeed I have. 

Senator Anperson. Have you served on the resolutions committees ? 

Mr. Bortorrr. Yes. Iwasa party to the convention which reviewed 
all water policy resolutions and which adopted the ones which you 
see on the front side of the page. 

That is, the first page. 
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And as far as the other material here is concerned, this is an analysis 
that has been madetosubmit. I assume that it would be more accurate 
than one I could make. 

Senator Anperson. Well, go ahead. 

Mr. Borrorrr. Thank you. These bills as written would cause the 
State to lose control of the key unit of the Feather River project 
and thus endanger sound development by the State of the Feather 
River project, which is the heart of the California water plan. 

The amendments to these bills, prepared by the Kern County Farm 
Bureau water problems department, correct these conflicts and pro- 
vide for adequate State control of the construction, operation, and 
maintenance of the San Luis unit. If these amendments are accepted 
as proposed, the bills would be substantially in line with the Cali- 
fornia Farm Bureau Federation policy and should be supported. On 
the other hand, if those provisions of the bill conflicting with Cali- 
fornia Farm Bureau Federation policy are not corrected, the bills 
should be opposed. 

The California water resources department has proposed some 
amendments to the bills which, if accepted instead of the Kern County 
amendments, would jeopardize State control of the project and would 
convey title of lands, easements, and so forth to the Federal Govern- 
ment. The California Farm Bureau Federation could not approve 
of, and give support to, the bill if amended in this manner. 

The State must maintain control of the San Luis unit in order to 
insure the eventual development of the California water plan as 
presently proposed and in order to protect the rights of the water 
users of California. 

Senator Anperson. As I understand it now, if we should take the 
recommendations of the California water resource department—and 
I assume you mean the testimony of Mr. Banks here—— 

. Mr. Borrorrr. The last amendments have had some review, I be- 
lieve. 

Senator Anprrson. If we accept those, you think that would jeopar- 
dize State control of the project and would convey title lands to the 
Federal Government, which of course it would. And then the Cali- 
fornia Farm Bureau Federation would not give approval to this bill ? 

Mr. Borrorrr. Well, under the existing policies set forth on the 
first page they would find conflicts. And that, I think, is what they 
refer to. Those policies were completed by the house of delegates 
after a great deal of debate. And I think they represent the great 
majority of the opinion that exists in California in the farm industry. 

Senator Anperson. I am trying to get what this paragraph means. 

Does this mean that if the committee does not take the Kern 
County amendments but does take the amendments of the California 
water resource department, that the California Farm Bureau Feder- 
ation with its 80,000 members or 60,000 members could not approve 
and support the bill ? 

Mr. Borrorrr. I believe it would be what the construction is shown 
there to be. 

But we hold no 

Senator Anperson. There was some statement about Mr. George 
Selmeyer of the Grange. I don’t see him here as a witness. 

Is he here? 
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Mr. Linewraver. He is not here, nor is he listed as a witness. 
Senator Anperson. Do you know anything about the attitude of 
the Grange? Does the Grange agree with this? 

Mr. Borrorrr. I have no knowledge of the Grange except what I 
hear them say in the committee occasionally. I think they are in a 
different camp on this subject perhaps than we are. I know in our 
particular farm industry we are represented by the Farm Bureau. 
We have at least 85 percent of the farm industry in Kern County 
that is in the Farm Bureau. We have 1,688 members, or more. 

Senator Anprerson. How long have you been in the Farm Bureau? 

Mr. Borrorrr. Oh, 30 years. 

Frankly, anything that I say here today I hope will not add con- 
fusion but will help toward conciliation. We will point that out later. 

Senator Anperson. As I said the first time, I thought I knew the 
Farm Bureau out there pretty well. This doesn’t sound to me like 
a Farm Bureau resolution. I realize the circumstances under which 
you present it. I am willing to accept that as such. 

Mr. Borrtorrr. Now, if I may, I will continue with my brief state- 
ment. 

We are classed among those who have been in opposition to S. 1887 
in its present form, although we are in favor of another bill to au- 
thorize the proposed San Luis unit, namely, H. R. 9969, introduced 
on the House side by Congressman Harlon Hagen. 

Recognizing that H. R. 9969 is not before your committee, we are 
obliged to say that S. 1887 is inadequate, in our opinion. To make 
amendments to S. 1887 which would be satisfactory to us would re- 
quire that it shall employ principles and procedures which are in- 
cluded in that certain basic concept which our organization has 
adopted and which is expressed in the paper entitled “Statement and 
Purpose and Concept for Timely Development of the State Author- 
ized Feather River Project and the Proposed San Luis Unit of the 
Central Valley Project.” This paper is attached hereto as our exhibit 
B. With it we also offer the resolution of the Kern County Farm 
Bureau, dated September 5, 1957, which refers to this instrument. 
This is our exhibit A, attached. 

(The exhibits referred to appear later in Mr. Bottorff’s testimony. ) 

Mr. Borrorrr. You will note that our resolution is approved by the 
Kern County Farm Bureau as offering a basically sound, fair, and 
workable plan to cooperatively meet present critical water needs and 
anticipated increasing future needs of the areas concerned with 
earliest protection to human life, greatest benefits to the general wel- 
fare, and assurance for maintaining and extending the agriculture 
and general economy of the State. 

This has been our continuous attitude in presenting this concept 
to others for their consideration. It has been offered only on its own 
merits in the field of ideas respecting our State’s water problems. 

If the bill, S. 1887, now being considered by this committee is 
amended to include language which fully expresses the concept’s 
basic ideas and principles, and is favored by your committee after 
favorable report by the Bureau of Reclamation and the Department 
of the Interior, it will receive our support. 

Before discussing, however, further details concerning our posi- 
tion, the bill before this committee, or the concept, I would like to 
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state our position, in general, with respect to the State Feather River 
project, on which you have already received much testimony and 
which is repeatedly referred to in our own remarks. 

Primarily, we fully support the earliest possible construction, by 
the State, of the Feather River project, including the dam and res- 
ervoir at San Luis Creek, which is authorized by the State as the 
initial unit of the California water plan. 

Senator Kucuex. Do you disagree with the statement which Mr. 
Banks made earlier that his approval of S. 1887 in his judgment is 
completely in accord with the approval by the legislature of the 
San Luis project ¢ 

He made that statement earlier. Did you hear him earlier today? 

Mr. Borrorrr. Which branch of the legislature ? 

I do not really know that I could answer that question. I wouldn’t 
know what the nature of that approval was. 

Senator Kucuex.. Well, it was his testimony that the legislature 
had approved the San Luis unit as a part of the Feather River 
project. 

And then I asked him 

Mr. Borrorrr. Oh, I think I know what you mean. 

In 1957, I believe it was, there was authorization of the Feather 
River project as described in the bulletin on that project dated Feb- 
ruary 1955; or maybe that was done in 1956; but the authorization 
does include, as I understand it from the language of that measure, 
authorization of the San Luis unit. Oh I badieens reservoir, and 
the facilities that are involved in water delivery of the Feather River 
project, which are involved to some extent in our discussion here. 

Senator Kucuren. What I mean is: Mr. Banks has urged the com- 
mittee here to approve S. 1887 with some amendments which he 
offered this morning. And I asked him whether that recommendation 
which he had made was in his judgment in accordance with the State 
legislative approval of the San Luis Reservoir. 

He answered “Yes.” 

Would you disagree with him on that? 

Mr. Borrorrr. Well, I think I cannot speak for him. He is right 
here; is he not ? 

I would say from what I understand of the power of the depart- 
ment of water resources, that they are in a position to contract in the 
manner that they have suggested. I do not know—well, he brought 
something up about the power to transfer title. 

I know nothing about either of those points to the degree that I 
could be an expert in answering your question. 

Senator Anperson. But you would say that if the amendments 
recommended by Mr. Banks were adopted the California Bureau 
would go completely against the project. 

Mr. Borrorrr. As I understand it, they have indicated specific 
points. 

Senator ANDERSON. Yes. 

You say up here that you support the construction—and I am skip- 
ping a few words—by the State of the Federal project, including the 
dam and reservoir. 

Then, do I understand that you favor State construction of the dam 
and reservoir ¢ 
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Mr. Borrorrr. Well, that is involved in our concept, yes, sir. 
However, there is so much confusion 
Senator ANnperson. Well, just let me say now that the testi- 
mony has been made here that it would be constructed jointly by the 
Federal Government and the State with a million acre-feet to be 
used by the Bureau of Reclamation and 1,000,001 acre-feet to be used 
by the State. 

You say you recommend the construction by the State of the dam 
and reservoir. Do you recommend that it be exclusively by the State? 

Mr. Borrorrr. The construction agency so far as our concept would 
be concerned would be the State. The participation insofar as the 
rights to use of that reservoir and the canal would be established by 
the contract, and irrevocably. 

Senator Anperson. Is there any significance to your use of the 
words “by the State” ? 

“Primarily we support the earliest possible construction by the 
State.’ 

Mr. Borrorrr. I think that there is, because the concept that we 
have under review and have so had from since September throughout 
the State of California has indicated the desire on the part of the 
majority of its citizens insofar as the Feather River project is con- 
cerned, which includes the whole alinement, including the San Luis 
Reservoir, that it shall be a ae of the State unit, and that the full 
integrity of the State project shall thereby be maintained. 

owever, our position, as I will explain later, is that there should 
be a working weldthonship between the United States and the State 
whereby, through a contract, this would be definitely established. 
There would be costs involved for both the United States and the State 
which would be assigned to each in true and fair proportion to the 
rights to use of facilities that would be thereby agreed upon. 

And, so, that isthe way we have approached it. 

Senator Kucuen. Mr. Bottorff, just so this record may be clear, I 
did not introduce this bill until the State had asked me to. 

Mr. Borrorrr. I understand that, sir. 

Senator Kucnuer. And I would not want you to say that what you 
recommend here represents the general thinking of the people in the 
State; because there would be great grounds to disagree upon that. 

I think that there are people who approve of the point of view that 
you are going to outline here, but it 1s going to remain for this com- 
mittee to sit in judgment on this thing. 

Mr. Borrorrr. Firkape that was an opinion. But it was really be- 
cause of the fact that we saw such tremendous interest in it. 

Senator Kucuet. All right. 

Mr. Borrorrr. Which indicated to us—— 

Senator Anperson. You are testifying for yourself and the Kern 
County group and the California Federation of Farm Bureaus. 

Mr. Borrorrr. There will be many others testifying before you, 
too. 

Senator Anperson. Well, I am just saying to Senator Kuchel that 
you do not represent this to be a majority viewpoint; this is your 
viewpoint; and your organization’s viewpoint; and the California 
Farm Bureau Federation’s viewpoint; and it is the hope it may be 
the viewpoint of the State. 

But go ahead. 
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Mr. Borrorrr. The Feather River project, when constructed, will 
develop waters originating in the State of California and is intended 
to provide flood relief and supplemental water to many areas and 
water for many people of the State where needed now, and in the 
future. We recognize that the San Luis Dam and Reservoir is an 
essential part of any portion of the Feather River project intended 
to provide service to many parts of the State south of the northern 
boundary of Fresno County ; and that it should be constructed and re- 
main as an integral part of the Feather River project of the Cali- 
fornia water plan. 

However, it becomes evident upon closely examining the Bureau’s 
San Luis unit report, that several major features of the proposed 
Federal San Luis unit, of specific usefulness to the San Luis unit 
service area, could be advantageously authorized for construction by 
the United States, as a part of the Federal Central Valley project. Also 
it has become evident'and generally recognized that such authorization 
could advantageously include provisions for a contract between the 
United States and the State to permit the coordinated joint use of 
certain respective facilities of each, but particularly of the State’s 
San Luis works, for service by the United States proposed San Luis 
unit. 

Mr. Borrorrr. I should clarify that in our thinking, so far as our 
amendments are concerned, that we are taking the liberty to offer for 
consideration, that we classify—that we use the term “State San Luis 
Works” as the joint use features of the Feather River project in true 
alinement with the general alinement of that project and in true per- 
spective as to their place in the usefulness to the San Luis unit. 

Senator Kucuer. With storage capacity, as I think you used the 
word, irrevocably committed to both the State and the Federal Gov- 
ernment, Mr. Bottorff ? 

Mr. Borrorrr. I think that I used the term with respect to the con- 
tract ; that the contract would be made that would be used for all times, 
as far as we are concerned. 

Senator Kucugxn. So that I understand: The contract, then, would 
purport to divide the storage capacity of the reservoir itself, irrevo- 
cably allocating part of that storage to the Federal Government and 
part to the State ¢ 

Mr. Borrorrr. I would say that that would be true. And that would 
be a matter of the engineering determinations and the work between 
the Bureau and the Department, and things of that sort. 

But the contract would express that. 

Senator Kucnen. And so far as you are concerned, in suggesting 
that that be a contractual obligation, there is no intention on your 
part to subordinate the validity and binding terms of that irrevocable 
allocation below any statutory provisions? 

Mr. Borrorrr. Absolutely not. 

As far as the rights are concerned, they would be there; and they 
would be useful just as a property right. 

I cannot see it any other way. 

I would like to deviate a moment—— 

Senator Kucugu. Let me just add first, though, because I read this 
comment on the California Farm Bureau resolutions, that when on 
page 2, as Senator Anderson has pointed out, the comment is made 
that one of the objections to the bill that Senator Knowland and I 




































































108 SAN. LUIS UNIT—CENTRAL VALLEY PROJECT 





have introduced here is that the United States shall have unrestricted 

use of such capacity and the work of the San Luis units, and so forth— 
the “and so forth” meaning that part of the capacity which would be 
dedicated to the Federal eae Ty must say I cannot differentiate be- 
tween what is said here and what is said in your concept. 

Mr. Borrorrr. Well, I think they are speaking to the S. 1887 exactly 
as it is introduced in the original form, in that frst set of 

Senator Kucuex. But in its original form the concept is that part 
of the use of the reservoir storage capacity would be committed to the 
Federal Government, and the cece to the State. 

Mr. Borrorrr. The point they might have there relates to the com- 
bination of that language with the remainder of the paragraph, I 
would assume. 

Senator Anperson. You had better help me out now. 

What is the difference between the original form and this form? 

Mr. Borrorrr. I believe that is the only form that has ever been 
published. 

Senator Anperson. Why do you say “the original form” then? 

Mr. Borrorrr. Because there has Le these amendments floating 
around the State of California. 

Senator Anprrson. I can’t be bothered with those. 

Mr. Borrorrr. Well 

Senator Anprerson. You say “the original form.” I only know 
about the one that is dated April 16, 1957. 

Mr. Borrorrr. Well, actually, anything I say will be addressed 
to the original form. And anything—any amendments that might 
be suggested here will be to the original form. 

Senator Anpgrson. I donot like the word “original.” 

Isn’t this the only form ? 

Mr. Borrorrr. S. 1887; that is correct. 

Well, we have had some indication that amendments would be 
considered from time to time. 

Senator Anperson. I have seen proposed amendments to the Ten 
Commandments, but they still stand. 

Allright. Goahead. 

Mr. Borrorrr. What I was going to deviate a moment on was the 
fact that so far as what constitutes the major works of the San Luis 
unit—and when I speak of the San Luis unit now I am talking about 
the Federal proposal—there has been a great deal of misunderstand- 
ing, I think. And while I think it may not be so here at all, we 
have prepared in times gone by an analysis which, for your informa- 
tion, I will submit a copy of; and I will say that the whole manual 
there has to do with factual items. 

Some of those works that are listed—we have prepared this, but 
we have prepared it from authentic material. And we have not heard 
anything that indicates that it is out of line. 

And I am not trying to bring in this except to point out that when 
we discussed this subject of major works, we confined it to the main- 
line canal, the reservoir, the forebay and the afterbay. And the San 
Luis unit constitutes all the things that are listed in that schedule. 

So, there are a great many items that go far beyond these main 
items, insofar as cost is concerned, which we consider major items that 
are particularly identified with the requirements of the Federal San 
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Luis project that are not in conflict and are particularly useful to 
the Federal San Luis unit and which we associate with the Central 
Valley project in our thinking. 

Mr. Borrorrr. Fundamentally, it is our position that. any such 
authorizing legislation, and any agreement thereunder, shall recog- 
nize the right of the State to construct, operate, and control the main- 
line facilities of the State project; and that the State shall exercise 
control with respect to determination and administration of the right 
to the use of water. The United States would control the works of 
the Federal San Luis unit in accordance with reclamation law. 

Because of the urgency of the water problem in several areas af- 
fected, and these include our own areas, and because of our desire to 
offer a proposal which might reduce controversy respecting the sub- 
ject in our State, there was developed under our auspices following 
extensive investigation and consultation with our water authorities in 
California, the statement of purpose and concept offered for your 
consideration today. This has been equally true with respect to legis- 
lative language which has been substantially utilized in the present 
draft of our suggested amendments to S. 1887. 

Conferences have continued and we have likewise done our utmost 
to adjust differences. 

We have alluded to the widespread interest and approval expressed 
with respect to the Kern County concept in the State of California, 
where it has come before many interested people for their considera- 
tion and study. 

We believe it will be of interest to others, both in our State and 
elsewhere, where water development in California is concerned. 

When the Kern County concept is fully understood, the language of 
our proposed amendments to S. 1887 will be fully understood. 

We submit these amendments in the form of an exhibit (C) of the 
Knowland-Kuchel bill, S. 1887, with new language underlined and 
conflicting language struck ; and with some rearrangement of sections. 
We have had some much appreciated assistance from the staff of the 
State department of water resources in drafting the present amend- 
ments, but the responsibility of interpretation has been ours. We will 
be glad to answer any questions within our capacity to explain our 
amendments. We also have provided written explanations in our 
exhibit D, attached hereto. 

This completes our prepared testimony. It has been a privilege to 
appear before your committee. And certainly we wish to thank you 
very much for the opportunity that has been given us to express our 
views. 

Senator Kucuex. Thank you, Mr. Bottorff. 

Senator Anperson. Did you put in all the documents that you 
wanted in the record ? 

Mr. Borrorrr. Well, what the documents consist of are a plain state- 
ment of the complete purpose and concept, which is one copy, exhibit B 

Senator Anperson. Did you ask that that be placed in the record # 

Mr. Borrorrr. I wish you would; yes. 

Senator Anperson. You also have a revised draft of the bill. 

Mr. Borrorrr. This is the latest revisions of the bill as far as the 
recommendations that we have made. 

Senator Anperson. We would keep this for our own use. 


23863—58——_8 
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And then you have an explanation of your amendments. 

Mr. Borrorrr. Yes. That is attached in exhibit D, which is under- 
neath the other items. 

Senator Anperson. Without objection your four exhibits will be 
printed at this point in the record. 

(Exhibits A, B, C, and D are as follows :) 


ExHIsiIT A 


RESOLUTION OF THE KERN CoUNTY FARM BUREAU, SEPTEMBER 5, 1957 


Whereas the continued advancement of the best interests of the whole State 
of California and of those areas to be directly served or benefited by development 
of the Feather River project, the San Luis Dam and Reservoir and related 
water delivery and other facilities, requires the settlement of controversy con- 
eerning under what jurisdiction shall these features of the State’s water 
development program proceed and function; and 

Whereas upon careful examination of this issue in Kern County, there has 
been prepared a recommendation entitled “Statement of Purpose and Concept 
for Timely Development of the State Authorized Feather River Project and the 
Proposed Federal San Luis Unit of the Central Valley Project,” which points 
a way to relieve this problem and thereby permit California’s water development 
to proceed with minimum delay: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That this statement of purpose and concept (copy attached hereto) 
is hereby approved by the Kern County Farm Bureau as offering a basically 
sound, fair, and workable plan to cooperatively meet present critical water 
needs and anticipated increasing future needs of the areas concerned, with 
earliest protection to human life, greatest benefit to the general welfare, and 
assurance for maintaining and extending the agricultural and general economy 
of the State; and 

That this action approving this statement of purpose and concept shall be 
made known to our fellow farm bureau members, to our legislators, and govern- 
mntal administrators, and to other organizations, agencies, and persons having 
interest in this subject; and 

That copies of this resolution and the statement of purpose and concept 
shall be prepared and submitted for consideration with our recommendation 
that it be adopted as a general guide for the purposes defined in the statement ; 
and be it further 

Resolwed, That this approval and recommendation shall be considered as intend- 
ing to implement our previous expressions of approval of the general concept 
of the California water plan for full development of the State’s water resources 
to meet the water needs of all aras; and shall in no way be considered as a 
limitation upon our determination to support the purposes of the California 
water plan. 

CERTIFICATION 


The above resolution was approved by the Kern County Farm Bureau board 
of directors at Bakersfield, Calif., September 5, 1957. 
Attest : 
Jack G. THOMSON, 
President. 
J. R. NELSON, 
Secretary, Kern County Farm Bureau. 


ExHIsIt B 


STATEMENT OF PURPOSE AND CONCEPT FOR TIMELY DEVELOPMENT OF THE STATE 
AUTHORIZED FEATHER RIVER PROJECT AND THE PROPOSED FEDERAL San LUIS 
UNIT OF THE CENTRAL VALLEY PROJECT 


FOREWORD 


This concept for meeting the urgent water needs of south and west San 
Joaquin Valley and other California areas combines the advantages of State 
ownership and operation of the San Luis Dam and Reservoir and other main- 
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line facilities as part of the State authorized Feather River project, as the 
initial unit of the California water plan, with the proposed Federal development 
of irrigation and other water service for the San Luis unit area as part of the 
Central Valley project. 

It is believed that under the concept here to be set forth, water users in the 
San Luis unit area will receive equal service to any heretofore proposed. It is 
further believed that prospective water users of the Feather River project will 
receive timely and unimpaired service in line with existing and future needs. 
It is also believed that both the United States and the State of California can 
develop their respective works with advantage to both; with maximum oppor- 
tunity for cooperation ; with lowest possible costs for each under a practical plan 
of development; at lowest costs and with earliest deliveries to water users, with 
increased or more certain water availability. 

A basic objective under the concept is immediate construction of facilities 
to make available surplus water in the delta to areas which need water at the 
earliest possible moment; followed by a larger construction program which 
will increase the quantity of water available for movement south on a firm 
and permanent basis. 

In the operation of both projects it may be found that excess capacity or 
requirements exceeding capacity will exist from time to time, particularly in 
the early stages of project development. Under the concept here proposed, if 
the excess capacity of one of the projects coincides with the excess requirements 
of the other, it will be possible to utilize facilities of the one to the advantage 
of the other and vice versa. 

The sequence of project construction by both the State and the United States 
could be affected by these factors. Both could cooperate toward meeting the 
urgent needs of the two service areas. 

The State could give high priority to construction of the San Luis Dam, fore- 
bay, and aqueduct from San Luis to Kettleman City, while Federal construction 
of the San Luis pumping plant and other major works required in the San 
Luis service area, plus distribution facilities in the area, would proceed. 

The State would also extend its facilities, as appropriate, for service to other 
Feather River Project service areas which are in critical need of water. Then, 
under the State-Federal agreement here envisioned, the available surplus water 
in the delta could be delivered through the Federal project’s facilities as far as 
the State’s San Luis reservoir, and there stored and further conveyed southward 
through State facilities to be used to meet the most urgent and immediate water 
needs of south and west San Joaquin Valley, in service areas of both projects. 

Construction of other project features by both State and Federal agencies 
would be expected to proceed during this time in line with the buildup of water 
requirements along the line. 

BASIC CONCEPT 


The concept proposed and the premises upon which it is based are as follows: 

(1) The Feather River Dam at Oroville, the San Luis Dam, and other principal 
features of the Feather River project shall be constructed and operated by the 
State as now authorized. Financing and completion of the Feather River project 
shall be assured by authorization of general obligation bonds to be sold only as 
required by the State’s construction program and by making available other 
funds under appropriate reimbursement policies. 

Such other funds may be from special and general funds of the State; from 
those received from the Federal Government for flood control, fish and wildlife 
preservation, and recreation, where national interest and policy prevails; and 
from direct loans or other financial participation by the United States as may 
be authorized. 

(2) The State shall construct, as part of the Feather River project, the Delta 
Cross Channel, the pumping plant at the Delta near Tracy, the canal from that 
point to San Luis Reservoir, the San Luis forebay, and the State’s pumping plant 
for delivery of water therefrom to either the San Luis Reservoir or directly to 
the Feather River project main south canal. 

(3) The San Luis Dam and Reservoir, with appropriate forebay, and the main 
canal southward therefrom shall be State-owned and operated as features of 
the State authorized Feather River project, with provisions by agreement with 
the United States, for usefulness to the Federal San Luis unit and other units 
of the Central Valley project on an appropriate basis. 

(4) The San Luis unit, consisting of features proposed by the San Luis re- 
port, with exception of the San Luis Reservoir, forebay, and main canal, shall 
be authorized as a unit of the Central Valley project (which includes the 
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Trinity unit and other units) and shall be financially and operationally inte- 
grated therewith. 

(5) The existing excess capacity of the Federal Central Valley project’s Delta- 
Mendota Canal and Tracy pumping plant will be used primarily for movement 
of water from the Delta for proposed Federal San Luis unit purposes. 

(6) With the exceptions noted in (4) above, the remainder of the proposed 
major features of the Federal San Luis unit, which are primarily of specific 
value only to the San Luis unit service area and are estimated to cost about 
$160 million, shall be constructed by the United States; as likewise may be the 
proposed distribution system and other local works to serve the San Luis unit 
area, which are estimated to cost about $184 million; the latter to be contracted 
for by local agencies within the San Luis unit’s service area. 

These major Federal works shall include the pumping plant and other re- 
quired works in vicinity of the State’s San Luis Reservoir to deliver water, 
moved to the point through the Delta-Mendota Canal, to either the State’s San 
Luis Reservoir for storage, or directly to the State’s main canal, for use in the 
Federal San Luis unit service area. 

(7) The Federal Central Valley project will supply or contract for power 
to operate pumps of the Federal San Luis Unit. 

(8) Rights to the use of water, in accordance with State law as required 
within service areas of the Federal San Luis unit and the State Feather River 
project, or reasonable assurance that such rights will be forthcoming, shall be 
established. 

CONCEPT OF STATE-FEDERAL AGREEMENT 


The concept of State-Federal relationships in the operation of adjoining and 
connecting State and Federal works under these premises is as follows: 

(1) An agreement shall be executed between the United States and the 
State of California to provide: 

(a) The State shall receive through the facilities of the Federal unit water 
for storage in the State’s San Luis Reservoir which will later be conveyed 
through the State’s Feather River project main south canal to points of diver- 
sion where it will be received for distribution through federally constructed 
works, to water users in the San Luis service area. Water similarly provided 
may also be received directly into the State’s Feather River project main south 
canal for delivery to the headworks of the Federal unit’s distribution system. 
The State shall make an appropriate charge for the service of storage and trans- 
mission which shall include all costs involved, including capital costs, on a pro- 
portionate use basis consistent with other Feather River project water de- 
liveries. 

(b) In the event other facilities of the State Feather River project are of 
service to the Federal San Luis unit or other units of the Central Valley project, 
the United States shall pay an appropriate service and/or an appropriate share 
of operation, maintenance, and replacement costs in connection therewith. 

(c) As the counterpart of this provision, in the event facilities of the Fed- 
eral San Luis unit are of service to the State Feather River project, the State 
shall pay an appropriate service charge and/or an appropriate share of the 
operation, maintenance, and replacement costs in connection therewith. 

(d@) Operation of the Feather River project for water service to areas as 
presently authorized shall proceed as planned by the State, with due regard in 
construction and operation of project features to provide for meeting the State’s 
contractual obligation with the United States respecting the Federal San Luis 
unit. 

CONCEPT OF OPERATING PROCEDURES 


The two projects will physically operate under the above premises and agree- 
ment as follows: 

(1). Surplus water from the,Sacramento-San Joaquin Rivers delta will be 
picked up by pumps of both the Central Valley project’s Tracy installation and 
by the Feather River project’s Tracy facilities, in proportion to the rights of 
each and by agreement in accordance with (b) and (c) above. 

(2) The surplus water in the delta will be firmed by the Federal Central 
Valley project and by the State’s Feather River project, thus providing addi- 
tional water for use within service areas of both projects in respective entitled 
amounts. 

(3). Water pumped by Central Valley project’s delta pumps will move south- 
ward through the Delta-Mendota Canal. That portion destined for use in the 
San Luis unit will be repumped through the new Federal San Luis unit pump- 
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ing plant to either the State’s San Luis Reservoir or the State’s main south 
eanal. Losses in storage and transmission of this water shall be properly con- 
sidered. 

(4) Water pumped by the State project’s delta pumps will move southward 
through the State’s Delta-San Luis Canal. At San Luis this water will be re- 
pumped to either the reservoir for storage and regulation or to the Feather 
River project main south canal for transmission to the State’s Feather River 
project service areas, with losses in storage and transmission to be properly 
considered. 


EXHIBIT C 


[To show the Knowland-Kuchel bill S. 1887, as originally written with amendments to 
express the “‘Kern County Concept.” Deletions are in linetype, additions are in italic] 


{S. 1887, 85th Cong., 2d sess. ] 


A BILL To authorize the Secretary of the Interior to construct the San Luis unit of the 
Central Valley project, California, to enter into an agreement with the State of Call- 
fornia with respect to the financing, construction and operation of such a unit, and 
for other purposes 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That for the principal purpose of furnishing water 
for the irrigation of approximately five hundred thousand acres of land in Merced, 
Fresno, and Kings Counties, California, and as incidents thereto of furnishing 
water for municipal and domestic use and providing recreation and fish and wild- 
life benefits, the Secretary of the Interior (hereinafter referred to as the Secretary) 
is authorized to construct, operate, and maintain the San Luis unit as an integral 
part of the Central Valley project. The principal engineering features of said 
unit whieh mey be eonstrueted te permit future expansion; shell be a dem and 
suoereyee O° 90 near dine Cam Leis ines © tevebey Get eee) et eee et 
the Pheteatit SYedbes Cred det pepe pitti pbette ted disteibtitied see 
fete chet: ebitets levees, fleed works, and related facilities shall cunetala 
conform to those described in the report of the Department of Interior entitled ‘“‘San 
Luis unit, Central Valley Project’, California, dated Dec. 17, 1956, with exceptions 
set forth in this section or as may otherwise be authorized by this Act, and agreed 
upon by the Secretary and the State of California (hereinafter referred to as the State). 
The Secretary is authorized to construct, operate and maintain, as the San Luis unit, 
those engineering features which will provide a water supply to the San Luis unit 
service area described in said report of Dec. 17, 1956, except the following engineer- 
ing features which, under the agreement with the State authorized by this Act, are to 
be constructed, operated, and maintained by the State to furnish a water supply for 
the San Luis service area and for the service areas of the State Feather River Project, 
to wit: the San Luis dam, reservoir, forebay, afterbay, and main aqueduct extending 
southward therefrom in the San Joaquin Valley (hereinafter referred to as the State 
San Luis works.) In constructing, operating, and maintaining the San Luis unit, 
the Secretary shall be governed by the Federal Reclamation laws (Act of June 17, 
1902, 32 Stat. 388 and Acts amendatory thereof or supplementary thereto) except 
so far as the provisions thereof are inconsistent with this Act. Construction of 
the San Luis unit shall not be commenced until the Secretary has secured, or has 
satisfactory assurances of his ability to secure, all rights to the use of water which 
are necessary to carry out the purposes of the unit and the terms and conditions 
of this Act. Water deliveries to the San Luis unit service area shall not be made 
until there has been physically provided y the State of California acting alone or in 
co-operation with the United States, or by the United States, or otherwise, such portion 
of the master drainage outlet and disposal channel for the San Joaquin Valley, as 
generally outlined in the California Water Plan, Bulletin No. 3, of the California 
Department of Water Resources, as will serve adequately by connection therewtih the 
drainage system for the San Luis unit mentioned in Sections 4 and 7 of this Act. 

Src. 2. (a) The Secretary is authorized, on behalf of the United States, to 
negotiate and enter into an agreement with the State of Calfornia 
referred te as the State} providing generally for coordinated operation and joint 
doe of the frettties of the Sat Lids Hat te order that the Atte Het etttiotit Aah 
to the United States deliver water in service areas outside the Sen huis service 
gee te cheeertbedd at the Repeat af tlie Liepetetiert ef the titteeiar etetithes} eres 
Luis Unit; Central Valley Prejeet’” dated Deeember 17; 1956; of the Central 
Valley Project with the State Feather River Project and particularly for coordinated 
operation and joint use of the San Luts unit and the State San Luis works in order 
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that the United States and the State each may most efficiently deliver water to their 
respective service areas. The Secretary shall not commence construction of the 
San Luis unit, except for the preparation of designs and specifications and other 

reliminary work, until the execution of such an agreement between the United 

tates and the State, but if such an agreement has not been executed by May 4, 
4958; and if March 1, 1960 this Act and the authority granted hereunder shall be 
null and void and of no further force or effect unless, after consultation with the 
Governor of the State, the Secretary determines that the prospects of reaching 
accord on the terms thereof are net reasonably firm; he mey preeeed to eonstruet 
and operate the San Luis unit in aeeordance with seetion + of this Act. Thereupon 
the Secretary shall report to the President and the Congress of the United States con- 
cerning the state of the negotiations between the United States and the State and request 
an extension of time for completing the agreement, whereupon this Act and the authority 
granted hereunder are automatically extended for a period of 120 * days from the date 
of said request and, if the agreement is not completed and executed within such period, 
unless the Congress acts to further extend or amend them this Act, the Act and the 
authority granted hereunder shall expire and be of no further force or effect. In 
totistderite the of eeeord on the terms of the . 
Hetie there 


E lecial | 
i ccediecancaheenedl indies ae tipeiabnaananen tae te Oaabe se he eestor 
Sen Luis unit or aesistanee giver by it in finaneing Finencial Federal 


(b) If after the execution of said agreement either party fails to construct or to 
make available its share of the funds for the construction of the San Luis unit and the 
State San Luis works in accordance with the agreement, the other party may advance 
construction funds or proceed with the construction of such portion of the facilities 
of the San Luis unit and the State San Luis works necessary to deliver water to its 
service area. Such facilities shall be constructed so as to permit subsequent enlarge- 
ment by the other party. The party failing to construct or to make funds available 
in accordance with the agreement as provided in section 3 hereof may do so subse- 
quently and avail itself of the use, operation, and control of facilities in accordance 

with the provisions of the agreement and this act. 
Sec. 3. The agreement between the United States and the State referred to in 
section 2 of this Act shall provide among other things, that— 
fet be by the Seeretary shall 


ion therewith the United States shall construct the San 
Luis unit and the State shall construct the State San Luis works referred to in 
Section 2 hereof. The Siate San Luis works shall be so designed and constructed 
as to provide the capacities required to serve both the State Feather River Project 
service areas and the Federal San Luis unit service area; 

(b) the State United States shall make available to the Seeretary State 
during the construction period sufficient funds to pay @nm spprepriste the 
share of the United States, based upon the proportion of total capacities required 
by it, of the construction costs of any facilities designed and constructed by 
the State as provided in paragraph (a) #beve-: and in Section 1 of this Act. 
The State United States contribution,shall be made in annual installments, 
each of which bears approximately the same ratio to total expenditures dur- 
ing that year as the total of the State’s United States’ share bears to the total 
cost of the faeiities State San Luis works: The State similarly shall make avail- 
able to the United States funds to pay the share, if any, of the construction costs 
of those portions of any facilities constructed by the United States as provided in 
section 1 hereof which might be used by the State; 

(c) The State may at any time after approval of its plans by the Secre- 
tary for the construction of the State San Luis works as provided in paragraph 
(a) and Section 1 above and at its own expense enlarge or modify Sen Leis 
Hei the State San Luis works and other facilities to be used 
jointly by the State and the United States to provide additional capacity but 


1 Date is tentative. 
2 Number of days is tentative. 
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the performance of such work shall be carried on as not to unreasonably 
interfere with the operation of the San Luis unit for the purposes set forth 
in section 1 of this Act; 

(d) the United States shall pay annually en epprepriate serviee charge in 

sirttte tte share to the State the share of the United 
States, based upon the proportions of total capacities required by it, of the oper- 
ation, maintenance and replacement costs of these features the State San 
Luis #nit works. whieh are used or designed te be used jointly: by the 
States end the State and any other feattires of the Central Valley prejeet 
whieh are of serviee te the State: The State shall pay annually to the United 
States the share, if any, of the State, based upon the proportions of total capac- 
ities required by it, of the operation, maintenance, and replacement costs of 
those portions of the San Luis unit so used; 

(e) wpen eempletion of repayment of these pertions of the reimbursable 
teeter eet af eeeteteHite thie Coates Vertes arhitelt ate seedtottde 
te the San Luis unit, title te the facilities of the dite sett teeth toate bee 

of the State; be conveyed te the State: Epa steht: eepeesities phe 

shel assume the obligation and poterctelttres Attest settee 
te the users of the San Luis unit service area the right of the United States to 
use the capacities of the State San Luis works shall be based upon the ratio of 
the total amount advanced by the United States in accordance with subdivision 
(b) of this section to the total capital costs of such works, provided, however, that 
tn no event shall the right of the United States to the capacity of the State San 
Luis reservoir exceed 1,000,000 acre feet. 

after execution 


ttt: Bhe tite eH Hhesdee be cheat oreelit fae cee Pte etetttteeed bee it 
te She SANOae 50° rnaraee Ob Cameie Sexe Aenenien aes Shanes tame 
werk in eonnection with the Sen Luis unit: each party to the agreement 
provided hereunder shall receive credit toward its share of the construction costs 
of the State San Luis works for its costs incurred or funds advanced for lands 
easements, rights-of-way and for preparation of plans and specifications or for 
any other ‘work in connection with said State San Luis works; 

the tttitedt tees sheer!) use of such erpttetties ef the 
works ef Sen Luis unit whieh are used jointh by the United States and the 
Seabe 00 ERRE Se AeyuiPES So CAEN On SRG BNDAINE OF Seer) er ar aera 


+} (g) moat yl Se any provision of this Act or any ee entered 
into hereunder +ransfer of title or ef the eare; operation, and maintenance of 
any works te the State; as hereinbefore provided, any organization which has 
theretofore entered into a contract with the United States under the Recla- 
mation Project Act of 1939 for a water supply through the works of the San 
Luis unit and the State San Luis works shall continue to have and to enjoy 
the same rights which it would have had under its contract with the United 
States and the provisions of paragraph (4) of section 1 of the Act of July 2, 
1956 (70 Stat. 483, 43 U. 8. C. 485h-1) in the absence of such transfer, and 
its enjoyment of such rights shall be without added cost or other detriment 
arising from such transfer; 

4} (h) if a nonreimbursable allocation to preservation and propagation 
of fish and wildlife has been made as provided in section 2 of the Act of 
August 14, 1946 (60 Stat. 1080, 16 U. S. C. 662), the features of the unit to 
which such allocation is attributable shall, notwithstanding transfer of title 
or of the care, operation, and maintenance to the State, be operated and 
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maintained in such wise as to retain the bases upon which such allocation is 
premised and, upon failure so to operate and maintain those features, the 
amount allocated thereto shall become a reimbursable cost to be paid by 
the State. 

Sec. 4. In constructing, operating, and maintaining a drainage system for the 
San Luis unit, the Secretary is authorized to permit the use thereof by other 
parties under contracts conforming generally to the provisions of the Federal 
reclamation laws with respect to irrigation repayment or service contracts and is 
further authorized to enter into agreements and participate in construction and 
operation of drainage facilities designed to serve the general area of which the 
lands to be served by the San Luis unit are a part, to the extent the works author- 
ized in section 1 of this Act contribute to drainage requirements of said area. The 
Secretary is also authorized to permit the use of the irrigation facilities of the 
San Luis unit, including its facilities for supplying pumping energy, under con- 
tracts entered into pursuant to section 1 of the Act of February 21, 1911 (36 Stat. 
925, 43 U. 8. C. 523). 

Src. 5. The Secretary is authorized, in connection with the San Luis unit, to 
construct minimum basic public recreational facilities and to arrange for the 
operation and maintenance of the same by the State or an appropriate local agency 
or organization. The cost of such facilities shall be nonreturnable and non- 
reimbursable under the Federal Reclamation laws. 

Sec. 6. The United States, acting through the Secretary, may contract with the 
State to store or transfer water through facilities of the Central Valley project for 
ultimate delivery by the State, provided that only the excess capacity of the Central 
Valley Project beyond other requirements existing at the time shall be so used and 
obligated, and the State shall pay to the United States a service charge or an appro- 
priate share of the construction, operation, maintenance and replacement costs of the 
facilities so used. The Secretary is also authorized to contract with the State to store 
or transfer water thru facilities of the State for ultimate delivery by the United States, 
and the United States shall pay to the State a service charge or an appropriate share 
of the construction, operation, maintenance and replacement costs of facilities so used. 

Sree. 7. The Secretary is hereby authorized to construct under provisions of the 
Federal Reclamation laws such distribution systems and drains as he deems necessary 
in connection with lands described in section 1 of this Act, to be served by the works of 
the San Luis unit authorized to be constructed hereunder. 

Sec. 8. Subject to the requirements for co-ordination of operations in accordance 
with the agreement entered into pursuant to sections 2 and 3 of this Act, operation and 
control of the works of the San Luis unit shall be by the United States and operation 
and control of the State San Luis works shall be by the State. The provisions of the 
Federal Reclamation laws shall not be applicable to water deliveries to, or to use of 
drainage facilities fer lands outside of the San Luis unit service area, as described 
in the report of the Department of the Interior, entitled ““‘San Luis Unit, Central Valley 
Project,”’ dated Dec. 17, 1956. 

Sec. 6. 9. There is hereby authorized to be appropriated for construction of 
the works of the San Luis unit authorized by this Act, and for payment to the State 
as provided in this Act of the share of the United States of the cost of constructing the 
State San Luis works, other than distribution systems and drains, the sum of 

3 plus such additional amount, if any, as may be required by reason 
of changes in cost of construction of the types involved in the San Luis unit as 
shown by engineering indices. There are also authorized to be appropriated, in 
addition thereto, such amounts as are required (a) for construction of such dis- 
tribution systems and drains as are not constructed by local interests, and (b) for 
operation and maintenance of the unit and the share of the United States of the costs 
of operation, maintenance and replacement of the State San Luis works. 


ExHIBIT D 


EXPLANATION OF AMENDMENTS (REVISED MARCH 12, 1958) to S. 1887 


(Prepared by Allen Bottorff, Kern County Farm Bureau; submitted to Senators 
Knowland and Kuchel and for discussion before Subcommittee on Irrigation 
and Reclamation, Senate Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, March 
17, 18, 1958) 

Paragraph 1, section 1: Includes financing as an additional function under 
the authorization given the Secretary. 


§ May be about $275,000,000. 





SAN LUIS UNIT—CENTRAL VALLEY PROJECT 117 


Paragraph 2, section 1: Describes the engineering features of the Federal 
San Luis unit and authorizes their construction by the Secretary. Describes 
the engineering features which are to be constructed, operated, and maintained 
by the State to furnish a water supply for both the Federal San Luis unit service 
area and for the service areas of the State Feather River project. There is also 
a new special amendment in section 1, last sentence, which is sponsored by 
certain interests in the Delta-Mendota service area rather than by us, with which 
we are inclined to agree, however, which provides that water shall not be made 
in the San Luis unit service area until proper and adequate drainage is provided. 
It is our understanding that this requirement is favored by both the director of 
water resources and the Water Commission of the State of California. 

Section 2 (a): The amendment offered clearly defines the relationship that 
shall exists between the United States and the State in the coordinated operation 
and joint use of facilities of each. It provides that construction of the San Luis 
unit shall not commence until an agreement has been reached between the 
United States and the State. It further provides for the act to expire within 
a period of time, under certain conditions, in event of failure to reach agreement. 

Section 2 (a) is a new paragraph to the authorization for the agreement, 
requiring that such an agreement shall provide assurance to both parties that 
all facilities necessary to water deliveries to the service areas of each shall 
be constructed, and on a timely basis, provided funds are available to either 
party, or to both, and regardless of failure by either party to uphold its obliga- 
tion to construct or to provide funds. 

Section 3 (a): This amendment defines what the agreement shall require 
each party to construct and that the capacities shall be adequate to serve the 
Federal San Luis unit service area as well as the State Feather River project 
service areas. 

Section 3 (b): This reverses the original language requirement and requires 
that the United States shall provide funds in proper proportion for construction 
of the joint-use works, which are called the State San Luis works throughout 
this amended bill. A new provision requires that the State shall similarly pay 
its proper share of the cost of any item which might have joint use, if provided 
by the United States in constructing the Federal San Luis unit. 

Section 3 (c): This has been amended to provide that the agreement shall 
stipulate that the State may, after final approval of plans by the Secretary for 
construction of the joint-use works to provide service to the Federal San Luis 
unit as well as the State Feather River project service areas, at the State’s 
expense, further enlarge or modify the State San Luis works to provide greater 
capacity. This contemplates the possibility that, at some future date, the State 
may need to add capacity beyond original requirements to serve its service 
areas. Such enlargement or modification shall not unreasonably interfere with 
the operation of the Federal San Luis unit. 

Section 3 (d): This new language is required due to the State’s role as con- 
structor and operator of the joint-use works. It requires the United States to 
pay its proper share of operation, maintenance, and replacement costs of such 
works. The last sentence of this subdivision requires agreement that the State 
shall pay its proper share of costs, if any, for operation, maintenance, and re- 
placement of any portion of the Federal San Luis unit facilities which might 
be of joint use to the State. 

Section 3 (e): Eliminates certain provisions which are not applicable under 
the concept set forth in the new basic amendments offered. This subdivision 
has new language which defines the ratio and limitation of use by the United 
States of the joint-use facilities. 

Section 3 (f): Deletions result from the change in general concept provided 
by the basic amendments offered. New language provides proper credits for 
costs of each party to the agreement. 

Sections 3 (g), (h), and (i): The original language is deleted because of the 
other basic amendments offered, which change the concept of the position of 
each party with respect to the joint-use facilities. 

Section 3 (j): Now changed to 3 (g) with new language to provide for what 
will prevail under the basic amendments offered, but no substantive change in 
this requirement, as originally set forth, is made by such language. 

Section 3 (k) is now 3 (h). 

Section 6: This is a new section which provides for the reciprocal use of 
facilities and the terms and conditions thereof, of Federal and State projects 
for storage and transfer of water destined for delivery by the party receiving 
such service, when excess capacity exists to make such use possible. This sec- 
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tion — implement maximum usage and efficiency of both Federal and State 
rojects. 

. ae. 7: This new section spells cut the Secretary’s authority to construct, 

under reclamation laws, distribution systems and. drains within the Federal 

San Luis unit service area. 

Section 8: This new section sets forth the responsibility for operation and 
control of the respective State and Federal facilities, and limits the extension of 
the Federal reclamation laws. 

Section 9: Provides authorization for the appropriation of funds by the United 
States to accomplish the purposes of the act as amended by the amendments 
here offered. 

Senator Kucuer. Mr. Bottorff, in Harvey Banks’ statement this 
morning, he testified that the intention with which he, his people, 
the Bureau of Reclamation, and others, drafted the bill, which is the 
Knowland-Kuchel bill—that it was the primary objective of the 
draftsmen of the bill to authorize the Secretary of the Interior to 
enter into a contract with the State for the construction and opera- 
tion of joint-use facilities of the San Luis site. 

Then he said that, under the Kern County proposal, the State 
would build and operate the joint-use features and the United States 
would pay to the State its appropriate share of construction costs 
and be entitled to a proportionate part of the jointly used project 
capacities. Do you agree with that? 

Mr. Borrorrr. I think that is a correct interpretation. It just 
entirely reverses, in our proposal, that which has been made in the 
State’s proposal with his amendments. 

Senator Anperson. It entirely reverses what ? 

Mr. Borrorrr. Well, in one it is true that the Federal Govern- 
ment in its program would be the construction agency, with the State 
obliged to pay its share of the costs associated with the storage capac- 
ity and any facilities that might be used. 

In the proposal we have before you, it is true that the State would 
be the construction agency and the United States would be the one 
which paid that share of the proper costs associated with the storage 
and the movement of the water, transfer of the water, through fa- 
cilities that are called the joint-use works. 

Senator Kucuse.. Now, that is the first basic difference between the 
two proposals; is that right ? 

Mr. Borrorrr. I believe that that is a basic difference; yes. 

Senator Kucuen. Well, now, tell me: Why is it so fundamentally 
important to all of us who live in California whether the Federal 
Government or the State government enters into the contracts for 
construction? Why is that important? 

Mr. Borrorrr. Well, there have been many people in California, 
including ourselves, that are very interested in a go-ahead program 
on the part of the State on a consolidated Feather River project 
which would have its total financing, its total operation, and all, in- 
tegrated in a manner that would see the project through on a timely 
basis. We emphasize the word “timely.” In Kern County, which 
is a service area of the Feather River project, we have an existing 
water overdraft—deficiency or overdraft—of over 700,000 acre-feet 
annually. 

We are interested in the timeliness of action. And we see that the 
State fundamentally should take a lead in the responsibility for the 
construction of this, as well as other items that they are speaking about 
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under the California water plan and the Feather River project 
program. 

We hold forth the theory that the Federal Government, in due time 
and in accord with its policies, should have an opportunity to contract 
for a use that they have of the facilities that would be a part of the basic 
Feather River project. 

Senator Kucuet. It is true, is it not, that the State itself has recom- 
mended the passage of this bill, S. 1887? 

Mr. Borrorrr. Well, Senator Kuchel—— 

Senator Kucue.. Isn’t that true? 

Mr. Borrorrr. Well, Senator, there are recommendations; one set 
of amendments are to be used in one case; and there are recommenda- 
tions that are being made here now that refer to another, a different, 
approach to it. 

Senator Kucuex. The point of it is that I think all of us, all of us 
who live in California, are interested in an expeditious handling of 
projects to help solve our water problem. 

But again to pinpoint it: I want to go through these things one at a 
time and try to see the basis for the differences. 

I do not understand why the matter of who is the construction agent, 
who actually contracts to have the reservoir—and I want to talk about 
the reservoir—constructed is important. 

Actually, the only governmental agency available to offer bids for 
construction with any experience at all is the Federal Government. 
Now, the State comes in, the State government comes in, and says: 
We want the Federal Government to build this under certain terms 
and conditions. And I would aline those arguments against the State’s 
recommendation and see whether we can judge their validity. 

I frankly say on this question of who is going to let the contracts out 
to construct, that I do not see that that makes any great amount of 
difference. 

Mr. Borrorrr. Well, we have been trying to find a solution to prob- 
lems that range up and down our State by the offering of an acceptable 
concept, that would be acceptable to all areas. 

We are not trying to define a position to the point where we should 
try to do it alone. There are other people apparently that have taken 
this same view. And it has been so seriously taken, and we are so deep 
in the middle of this thing, that we have had to reach certain conclu- 
sions regarding our offer of ideas. 

Now, I would point out to you, Senator, that there are, I think, 
seven or eight hundred employees today in the Department of Water 
Resources and we want to put them to work in a constructive sense 
as well as in all the investigative and planning stages sense. 

I would say that we conduct a highway program there of $400 
million a year. So, our construction capacity in California, insofar 
as engineering features are concerned, is certainly not to be questioned. 
And the letting of contracts is all understood quite thoroughly. I 
see no reason why contracts cannot be let by either the States or the 
United States in connection with any of them. 

Senator Kucuer.. Let us assume that is true. Why should there 
be a dispute about it? 

Mr. Borrorrr. Well, I am not going to try to entirely answer that 
question. I recognize there isa dispute. And, therefore, I have tried, 
and our people have tried, to find the answer to the problems. 
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Senator Kucuet. You are looking at the fellow that represents 
both ends of the State. And I am going to make my decision. And 
I introduced that bill because I thought that it was the proper ap- 
proach to the problem. 

. Borrorrr. I would say as we analyze the thing that there is a 
distinct feeling that a greater measure of movement can be accom- 
plished under the State ownership of this area of the project. 
conten Koucuert. What do you mean by that. I do not understand 
that. 

Senator Anprerson. Do you mean you could get it done quicker? 

Mr. Borrorrr. Yes, get it done really faster; and that is of such 
great importance to us that we have had to recognize it. 

Mr. Wess. I would like to speak on this, if I may. 

Mr. Borrorrr. This is Mr. Vance Webb. 

Mr. Wess. I think that is it; that the reason that we feel that the 
State should do it; that we can get started a little sooner on it. It is 
very, very important to all areas of the State that it is decided, because 
many of us, the Westland people as well as Kern County, are in bad, 
bad shape, and we need water. And I might go just a little bit fur- 
ther, Senator. In timetablewise the testimony before the committee 
over in the House last January, that same question was asked me by 
Chairman Aspinall; and I mentioned the fact that statements made 
by the Bureau of Reclamation were that we could not expect any 
money before 1962 or 1963. Chairman Aspinall said, “I think they 
are very optimistic in even making that statement.” 

And we feel we want a vehicle, Federal legislation, which will per- 
mit us to go ahead, even if it is piecemeal, and get this done, and 
eventually we will have water running down the canals. 

Senator Kucue.. Well, now, on that point, and while we haven’t 
developed it yet here for the record, I think it is generally conceded 
that your plan does contemplate a Federal contribution to the reservoir 
and the works. 

Mr. Borrorrr. Yes. 

Senator Kucnet. In exchange for use of some of the capacity in the 
reservoir. 

Mr. Wess. That is right. 

Senator Kucuen. Well, then, the completion of that dam must 
rest upon action by both the Congress in appropriating moneys and 
on the other hand the legislature appropriating its required appropria- 
tions and indeed a vote of the people on the bond issue. 

Isn’t that true? 

Mr. Wess. Well, approximately 170 million now is in the invest- 
ment fund in California, plus other*moneys coming in from oil-well 
interests. And if we can start putting 150 or 200 million or so into 
the project year by year, we are going to have it built before perhaps 
the Bureau, by their own statement, would be able to get underway. 

Senator Anperson. I want to come back to one statement here. 

This is paragraph 3 in your basic concept: 

The San Luis Dam and Reservoir, with appropriate forebay, and the main 
canal southward therefrom shall be State owned and operated as features of 
the State authorized Feather River project, with provisions by agreement 


with the United States, for usefulness to the Federal San Luis unit and other 
units of the Central Valley project on an appropriate basis. 
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Is all of the dam and reservoir included in that? That is the way 
I read it. 

Mr. Borrorrr. The dam has been thought of in two ways, as a mil- 
lion-acre-foot capacity dam, and as a 2,100,000 acre-feet capacity 
dam. 

Senator Anverson. If it is a million-acre-foot capacity, what hap- 
pens ? 

We will come to the 2 million later on. Tell me what happens 
on the million acres. 

Suppose they build a million acres ; who owns that ? 

Mr. Borrorrr. If the State were to make a stage construction proj- 
ect of it, and no agreement had been reached with the United States, 
I assume that it would have been all State money that would have 
been put in. And, of course, the usefulness in that case would have 
been to the Feather River project. 

Senator Anperson. Surely. But if you are considering only 1 mil- 
lion acres, you are planning only to pass this water down to some other 
area and not touch the area that Mr. O’Neill talked about at all ? 

Mr. Borrorrr. I do not think there has been that consideration, 
because originally the full concept of the dam 

Senator Anperson. Well, there is a concept for a million acres, but 
that is to make it available to the Westlands District and not appar- 
ently concerned themselves with the other parts such as you represent. 

But so we are bound to agree, aren’t we, that it is going to have to 
be a 2,100,000 acre-foot dam ¢ 

Mr. Borrorrr. In due time. 

Senator ANnperson. In due time or not due time, what difference 
does it make? It is going to have to be 2,100,000 acre-feet. 

Mr. Borrorrr. It should be at least that much. 

Senator Anperson. Yes. 

Now, if it is, do you believe that that shall be State owned and 
operated ? 

Mr. Bortorrr. As a feature of the State-authorized Feather River 
project, it should be, yes. 

Senator Anperson. You see, I don’t know whether it is a feature 
of that or whether it is something else. You are talking about build- 
ingadam. Itisthe San Luis Dam and Reservoir. It is going to run 
2,100,000 acre-feet; 1 million to be used by the Federal Government, 
and so forth; and 1,100,000 to be used by the State. 

Do you believe that that joint facility should be owned by the State; 
that it shall be State owned and operated ? 

Mr. Borrorrr. It would appear that the two alternatives would 
be: One, State owned and operated with a contract in that direction 
of the use extending the rights to its use. It could be used under cer- 
tain conditions that would reverse that and extend some rights to the 
United States. So, you have the prospect of one or the other as far 
as that is concerned. 

Senator ANnpERsON. But you say—and I am only trying to find out 
what you mean by this: 


San Luis Dam and Reservoir, with appropriate forebay, and the main canal 
southward therefrom shall be State owned * * *. 


Mr. Bortorrr. That is the concept that has been developed here. 
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Senator Anperson. You agree that it ought to be State owned and 
operated, because you say that unless these amendments—that if the 
amendments offered by Mr. Banks are adopted, that you are against 
the project. Now, therefore, I assume that what you are trying to 
get to is that the project should be State owned and operated ? 

Mr. Borrorrr. Insofar as the main line is concerned, we have found 
that it is about 6 or 7 percent, I think, of the total cost of the Feather 
River project. As far as the main dam is concerned, you see. 

Senator ANpErson. One hundred and twelve million is 6 percent? 

Mr. Borrorrr. Well, what would be called the appropriate share 
of the State. 

Senator Anperson. Is the whole thing—is the cost of the whole 
thing—— 

Mr. Borrorrr. About $1,600,000,000. 

Six percent would be 96 million. 

The Feather River project is the massive undertaking. 

Mr. Wess. Since the State project is quite a bit larger than the 
Federal project, we feel that, well, using this expression that the tail 
should not wag the dog. The dog should wag the tail. 

Senator Anperson. Yes. Well, supposing the tail doesn’t want to 
get caught in that position ? 

Mr. Borrorrr. There would be no tail caught in the sense that there 
would be any compromise with their opportunity to make sufficient use 
to fit the needs. 

Senator Anperson. Well, now 

Mr. Borrorrr. We have no intention, sir, to cut off our friends in 
Fresno County from adequate use of the water. 

Senator Anperson. I am sure of that. But paragraph 6 says: 

With the exceptions noted in (4) above, the remainder of the proposed major 
features of the Federal San Luis unit, which are primarily of specific value only 
to the San Luis unit service area and are estimated to cost about $160 million, 
shall be constructed by the United States; as likewise may be the proposed 
distribution system and other local works to serve the San Luis unit area, which 
are estimated to cost about $184 million; the latter to be contracted for by local 
agencies within the San Luis unit’s service area. 

These major feature works shall include the pumping plant, and 
so forth. 

Now, the remainder of the Federal unit 

Mr. Borrorrr. I think that gets right into the meat of the question. 

Senator ANpgerson. That is $160 million and $184 million. 

Mr. Bortorrr. That is right. 

Senator Anperson. So, the Federal Government is going to come in 
for $344 million. 

Mr. Borrorrr. Yes, sir. Of course, that is already a part of the 
obligation with respect to any proposal that has been made. 

Senator Kucuen. No, that is not Mr. Banks’ figures that he gave us 
this morning. 

Senator ANnperson. It was $290 million. Now, it is up to 300 
and 

Mr. Borrorrr. I will stand stand on these figures. And you can in- 
vestigate them as long as you wish. I think you will find that they are 
accurate. And that breakdown and other information on the lower 
side of that, although not brought up to 1957 costs, is as indicated 
there. 
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Senator Anperson. Well, I have got this $144 million. The first 
item on this is the San Luis Dam and Reservoir. That. is to cost $56 
million. 

Mr. Borrorrr. That is that 1 million acre-feet. That would be the 
cost of it. 

Senator Anperson. Yes. 

Now, the State is going to have $2,100,000. This is in the Federal 
Government’s share. 

Mr. Borrorrr. That is, these are taken from the San Luis unit re- 
port, those figures. We are not conflicting anything there. 

Senator Anperson. I am only trying to find out: Do you think that 
the Federal Government is going to pay for these items that are here, 
then : $184 million, and $144 million ? 

Mr. Borrorrr. Well, I think I could explain it this way : the theory 
under the concept would be that all the major main line works that have 
been poe described in the San Luis unit and which cost approxi- 
mately $160 million and which would not necessarily have any joint 
use would continue to be a part of the San Luis unit Central Valley 
project. 

And, in addition to that, there would be the completion of construc- 
tion of facilities and so forth, which are normally considered to be 
part of a Federal project. Now, additionally to that would be some 
share based on the proportionate requirements of the costs of 3 or 4 
items; principally as expressed in there, it would be the share of the 
cost of a reservoir that in full size would be 2,100,000 acre-feet, and the 
share of the cost of the main line canal which would be changed from 
the San Luis unit—that is, the Federal policy of about 6,000 second- 
feet—up to twelve and a half thousand second-feet for joint use pur- 
poses, you see. 

This smaller canal, as indicated on that sheet, is not sufficient to take 
care of any part of the State’s work, nor is the smaller reservoir there. 

Senator ANperson. On this sheet ? 

Mr. Borrorrr. That is right. 

Senator Anperson. Yes. 

Mr. Borrorrr. The State would have to pay in any case in order to 
get any use of those facilities under the proposals that have been pro- 
posed—they would have to pay their share beyond what is indicated 
there. 

Senator Anperson. All right. 

Now, what is indicated here is a total of 490 million. 

Mr. Borrorrr. That is in the San Luis unit report, approximately 
the total cost of the Federal program. 

Senator ANpERsoN. Why are we using the figures two hundred and 
some million ? 

Mr. Lineweaver. Because the 490 includes the distribution system, 
T assume. 

Mr. Borrorrr. That is correct. 

Senator Kucue.. This does not represent money out of the Federal 
Treasury ? 

Mr. Borrorrr. Only what might be later advanced under the con- 
tract. 

Senator ANpERSsON. This is the total cost, then ? 

Mr. Borrorrr. Total cost. Then we have the breakdown in those 
other three columns. 
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Senator ANpERSON. Well, the 98 million shows up again in the sec- 
ond column; under proposed concept these features will be included 
in a distribution system of Federal unit? 

Mr. Borrorrr. That is correct. That is a conglomeration, the 490 
million, of all the things that are proposed in the report of the Federal 
Bureau, with the cost index taken into consideration in accordance 
with Mr. Ernst’s and Mr. Neilson’s letter of 1957. And that is a 
breakdown of how they would then show up in their possible cost, 

ou see. 
r Senator Anperson. I am trying to find out what you think the Fed- 
eral Government should pay and what you think the State should pay. 

Mr. Borrorrr. Well, in the interest of the proposed San Luis unit 
those items that are not associated with the joint use work, would 
remain just the same as they are now. And then the State would 
have— 

Senator ANperson. They would pay all of that? 

Mr. Borrorrr. Yes, because that is completely associated with serv- 
ice to the San Luis unit service area. 

Senator Anprerson. How much do they pay on the joint use 
facilities ? 

Mr. Borrorrr. They would only pay their proportionate share. 

Senator Anpgerson. Which should ty twenty-firsts ¢ 

Mr. Bororrr. Well, it could be that. It would depend upon the 
complete negotiations concluded in the agreement negotiations, I 
would say. 

Senator Anprerson. Well, wouldn’t you think you ought to make 
that decision before you authorize the project ¢ 


Mr. Bortorrr. Well, we are calling for an agreement in connection 
with anything that is done under broad principles. 

That is true; in other words, that there are things here that are 
—T matters of contractual relationships that should be well deter- 


mined. And I think perhaps that brings up the main issue that is 
involved, and that is that there, without question, shall be a contract. 

Senator Anperson. I would agree with you on that. 

Mr. Borrorrr. We think the contract should be eminently fair in 
every way to all parties concerned. There is no question about that. 

Senator Anprrson. Well, if you and I go into a business deal and 
I put in $10 and you put in $11, do you think you should have full 
control just because you put in $11 ? 

Mr. Borrorrr. The suggestion says the contract shall provide for 
fulfilling of the requirements for coordination; that is what our lan- 
guage is there. 

Senator Kucne.. Well, doesn’t that do a little violence to that part 
of the statement on the Farm Bureau? The Farm Bureau says that 
it objects because the United States shall have unrestricted use in the 
capacities of the works of the San Luis unit as it would require. 

Aren’t you doing the same thing? 

Mr. Borrorrr. We have tried to create language in this proposed 
series of amendments that we have here that is fair. Now, if we have 
failed to do that, we have failed in our objective. We will admit that. 

But do not confuse the amendments that have been offered by the 
State, particularly with those of Kern County, where our names have 
been mentioned a good deal here; but they were attempting to meet 





SAN LUIS UNIT—CENTRAL VALLEY PROJECT 125 
certain things that have been general objections up and down the 
State. But we have a complete story here that we have tried to pre- 
sent insofar as our proposal is concerned. 

Senator Kucuei. What I mean is this—and I do not want to belabor 
this point. In the original drafting on page 6 of S. 1887, it says: 

The United States shall have unrestricted use of such capacities in the works 
of the San Luis unit which are used jointly by the United States and the State 
as will be required to carry out the purposes of section 1 of this Act. Such 
unrestricted use shall extend throughout the repayment period and so long there 
after as title to the works remains in the United States. 

The State shall have unrestricted use of the remainder of the capacity of 
San Luis Reservoir, and of other jointly used facilities for water service outside 
the San Luis service area solely under the jurisdiction of the State. 

Don’t you do exactly the same thing in this concept that you offered 
tothecommittee? Don’t you precisely 

Mr. Borrorrr. Well, that language has just been subject to a lot of 
critical comment, Senator. I am not here to tell you that I am criti- 
cizing it specifically. I just know that as a fact. I think maybe 
there is some question regarding how the water is divided—vertically, 
horizontally, tb reason of the amount that has been put in by the 
agency, and what amount—all those things taken into consideration. 

Senator AnpEeRsoN. Well, help me out a bit here: I am going to be 
in the Department of the Interior, say; and I want to work this pro- 
gram out on the theory you have submitted. Section 3 says the agree- 
ment between the United States and the State referred to in section 2 
of this act shall provide, among other things (a) The United States 
shall construct the San Luis unit and the State shall construct the 
State San Luis unit referred to in section 2 hereof. 

The State San Luis works shall be so designed and constructed as 
to provide the capacities required to serve both the State Feather River 
project service areas and the Federal San Luis unit service areas. 

On the basis of the first sentence, “The United States shall construct 
the San Luis unit and the State shall construct the State San Luis 
works referred to in section 2 hereof,” who builds the dam ? 

Mr. Borrorrr. The State. 

Senator Anperson. The State? 

Mr. Borrorrr. Yes, because section 1, which describes what is the 
San Luis unit and what are the exceptions that constitute the San 
Luis works, is detailed; it ison page 2 at the last line. 

Senator Anperson. Well, in section 2, the bill authorizes the Secre- 
tary to construct, operate, and maintain the San Luis unit. 

Mr. Borrorrr. Yes. 

Except the following engineering features which, under the agree- 
ment with the State authorized by this act are to be constructed, 
operated, and maintained by the State to furnish a water supply for 
the San Luis service area and for the service areas of the State 
Feather River project, to wit, the San Luis Dam and Reservoir fore- 
bay and afterbay. 

Senator ANDERSON. Well, now, we had quite a little talk about who 
was going to build it. So, under your amendments, the provision is 
that the State shall build the San Luis Dam and Reservoir, the whole 
works, 

Mr. Borrorrr. That would be the San Luis works that are these 
items, [ mean. 
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Senator Anperson. I am sorry I used the word “works”; you used 
it right afterward. I will go back and say the San Luis Dam and 
Reservoir. There aren’t to be 2 dams and 2 reservoirs; are there / 

Who builds the dam and reservoir ? 

Mr. Borrorrr. The State. 

Senator Anperson. The Government puts up $55 million; the State 
puts up $57 million ; and the State builds it ? 

Now, what does the Government get for its $55 million of interest- 
free money ¢ 

Mr. Borrorrr. They get the right, I would assume, in perpetuity to 
the use of the necessary capacities under their contract to supply that 
area which they have taken under their wing as the San inte unit 
of the Central Valley project. 

Mr. Wess. In other words, Mr. Chairman, the 1 million acre-feet 
storage that they are using for their unit, San Luis unit. 

Senator Anperson. And because you feel that the State can do a 
faster and a better job you want the Government out of that $112 
million job? 

Mr. Borrorrr. That is one reason. Another reason would be, I 
believe, that the total financial integrity and the support that is re- 
ceived by the total Feather River project may depend upon that being 
the case. 

Senator Anperson. Well, I do not know how much has been put 
into the total Feather River job. But has the State of California let 
a $112 million contract for a dam all by itself ? 

Mr. Bortorrr, Not so far, sir. 

Senator Anperson. Well, has the Federal Government ? 

Mr. Borrorrr. I agree that they may have. 

Senator Anperson. Why do you want to go to the inexperienced as 
against the experienced / 

Mr. Wess. The time element is the thing. 

Senator Kucuex. Mr. Webb, let me ask you this question: How 
much money has the State of California appropriated up to this 
moment for the Feather River project ? 

Mr. Borrorrr. I would say in the neighborhood of $35 million. 

Senator Kucnei. And how much is in this year’s budget ? 

Mr. Borrorrr. Seventy-seven. 

I do not know whether it will pass; but that is the figure. 

Senator Kucuen. And we are talking here about $1,600 million as 
the first segment of a $12 billion program. 

Mr. Borrorrr. That is a construction program of 12 years. 

Senator Kucuen. That is the $1,600 million, or a little more ? 

Incidentally, what is the total length of time under which the $11 
billion State water plan will be developed ? 

Mr. Borrorrr. That is in the distant future, Senator. It is repre- 
sentative of a lot of advance thinking. But is it not to be confused 
with the immediate needs. 

Senator Anperson. Off the record. 

(Discussion off the record. ) 

Mr. Borrorrr. There is just simply not too good an indication that 
we can look entirely to the United States for our water-fund require- 
ments. So we think this is just about as good a place as any to start to 
gain an acceptance of State responsibility in a phase of the project 
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that will do a great deal of good for the State of California and to its 
people and to all pecple that are involved. 

So, when we speak, we are speaking for everybody that is concerned. 

Senator Anperson. Now, on the dam, then, it would cost maybe $112 
million; you just accept that figure as a guess; probably it would be a 
good one; of which fifty-some million will come from the Federal 
Government and fifty-some million would come from the State of 
California. How many other items are there of that nature? 

Mr. Borrorrr. Well, the main line canal which would be changed 
from the San Luis unit reports capacity up to about double in size or 
more, would be involved. 

Senator Anperson. That is not Pleasant Valley ? 

Mr. Borrorrr. No; that is an independent item. It would be a part 
of other major works. If you turn the page over, there is some ref- 
erence to that. 

Senator Anperson. I have got $490 million in here. 

Mr. Borrorrr. That only refers to the Federal project as it has 
been deemed appropriate, but there are some State figures. 

Senator Anperson. There would be no money then, no Federal 
money, to go into the main line canal ? 

Mr. Borrorrr. Well, it would be in some proportion of the use that 
they required in the main line canal which is the aqueduct, the State’s 
cost in 1956 

Senator Anerson. Aqueduct from Delta to San Luis? 

Mr. Borrorrr. It says—— 

Senator Anverson. 67 million. 

Mr. Borrorrr. No. It is the last item in that list above the first line 
drawn—107 million. 

Senator Anperson. That is the 67 million. 

Mr. Borrorrr. That is part of the State’s obligation. 

Senator Anperson. Let me get this straight again now. You had 
490 million on one sheet, and 346 on the other. Do we add them? 

Mr. Borrorrr. No. There is an interchange of costs, if there is a 
coordination under the program that either the State or we ap- 
proached, you see. You can discard your costs on this sheet if you use 
certain costs on the other. That is the point, you see. You would 
use the dam and reservoir, which is 99 plus the cost of increase. You 
said 112; you would use the 107, which would be adjusted likewise 
by the cost-index increase, which would make about 120. And you 
have 232, and that takes your joint-use works. Now, you would sub- 
stitute this. You would take this out; this figure would not be 
expended. 

Senator Anperson. 144 million? 

Mr. Borrorrr. And you would substitute some proportion of about 
240 or 230. That is where Mr. Banks indicated there could be some 
saving to both. 

Senator Kucuen. This 107 million; is that 

Mr. Borrorrr. State figures. 

Senator Kucuet. Is that a recommendation ? 

Mr. Borrorrr. Yes, in the Feather River project or program. 

Senator Kucuen. But it is not involved now in the Senate bill here? 

Mr. Borrorrr. Yes. 

Senator Kucuet. It is? 
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Mr. Borrorrr. It would be involved, because either proposal pro- 
vides for joint-use facilities, and you would substitute, Senator, the 
items that are in the last column here. You see, those items would 
now be taken out, the 144, and leave the other 2 columns intact insofar 
as Federal programs are concerned. 

Senator Anperson. Let me ask you this: Have you got, or could 
you prepare for us, an estimate of what the Federal Government con- 
tribution or advancement of money—I don’t want to call it contri- 
bution-—Federal money—how much Federal money would be involved 
if the so-called Kern County concept should be adopted into the pro- 
gram for the construction of the San Luis project? 

Mr. Borrorrr. Well, maybe Mr. Banks could tell you here now, 
because he is aware of these problems. 

Senator Anperson. Well, I always like to have a witness play with 
his own figures. 

Mr. Borrorrr. After all, these figures have been supplied to us by 
other agencies. 

Senator Anperson. I understand. 

Mr. Bortorrr. We are not making the breakdowns. 

Senator Anperson. Mr. Banks, we have got 1 set of figures that 
run up to $290 million. Now, if we went ahead with the Kern County 
concept, with which you are undoubtedly familiar, what changes in 
those figures are necessary ¢ 

What is your total overall figure, if you have one, and how much 
of it would these people look to the Federal Government to obtain ? 

Mr. Banks. As far as the Federal project is concerned—that. is, 
the Federal obligation under the Kern County concept would be just 
the same as it would be under S. 1887. As I testified, in my opinion, 
by this joint use there would be about a $30 million saving to the 
Federal Government. 

Senator Anprrson. Yes. 

Mr. Banxs. Which would then reduce the Federal cost to supply 
the same facilities, the same capacity, the same lands, with the same 
water, would be $260 million, approximately. To match that, the 
State would put in for its share of these facilities—the State would 
put in $140 million. That would pay for its share of the dam, the 
reservoir, and the main canal. 

Senator Anprerson. How would the State get 1,100,000 for its $140 
million and the Federal Government get 160 million feet for its 
$260 million ? 

Mr. Banks. The answer is this: The Federal Government will have 
to build certain other canals which are not jointly used. It will have 
to build certain pumping plants which are not jointly used. It will 
have to build certain flood-control facilities which are not jointly 
owned. That brings it up to the total of $290 million. 

Senator Anperson. Don’t these other people have to build anything 
that is not jointly used ? 

Mr. Banks. Well, the $140 million that I quoted is only the State’s 
proportionate share of the jointly used facilities. The State will have 
to put in a lot more than that. But I am only speaking here about 
those things which are germane to the bill, as far as the State is con- 
cerned, which is the jointly used facilities. 
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Senator Anverson. Allright. Fine. If the State is going to have 
to put up $140 million, how much of it has the State thus far made 
available or is it in a position to make available? Do you know? 

Mr. Borrorrr. Well, they have siarted their rights-of-way pur- 
chase, and that amounts to a little over a million dollars. 

Senator AnpERSON. One million ? 

Mr. Borrorrr. A little over a million, which is just a starter, of 
course. 

Senator Anperson. Would the rest of that $140 million be dependent 
upon annual State appropriations ? 

Mr. Borrorrr. It may be dependent upon a combination of annual 
State appropriations and bond issues. 

Senator ANnpDERSON. Has the bond issue been—— 

Mr. Borrorrr. No; it has not been submitted. 

Senator AnpgErsON. It hasn’t been submitted ? 

Mr. Borrorrr. No. It is something that is uppermost in the mind 
of the people that are thinking in terms of our whole State program, 
of having a bond issue, plus other things. 

Senator ANDERSON. It could be defeated if you had a period of high 
unemployment. 

Mr. Borrorrr. Well, of course, from our own standpoint, we be- 
lieve that it will be criminal to think that it would be defeated, be- 
cause our water needs are so great and our economic losses may be 
so great if we don’t get water going that it just would not be right. 
But we know that that is alw: ays a “possibility. Associated with our 
other water problems is the bond problem. And we hope to meet 
them all just as soon as we can. 

I do not want to add any confusion here, but I will say that Mr. 
Banks’ testimony is to the point of what I was trying to demonstrate 
here; that there are associated with the San Luis unit major works 
that are not specifically joint-use works. 

Senator Kucuen. I think that, with the comments this morning of 
Secretary Aandahl, the Department of the Interior and you gentle- 
men and those you represent and the State government all agree with 
respect to the operation of this unit by the State. 

Now, one difference between what you propose and what’the State 
has proposed is with respect to the construction of the project on a 
joint basis and the agreement which would be required between the 
State and the Federal Government relative to use to satisfy the 
requirements of the Federal Government and of the State. 

Mr. Borrorrr. Certainly the agreement is a very, very important 
element, and that there shall be an agreement. 

Senator Kucuet. Now, regardless of who makes the agreement, 
or whether this that you suggest were to be the basis of Federal legis- 
lation, or what Senator Knowland and I have introduced, there has 
got to be an agreement between the State and the Federal Government. 
Certainly it ought to be in complete good faith. There ought not to 
be anything to bicker about—where the Federal Government will 
get a “million acre-feet and where the State of California will get 
1, 100,000 acre-feet storage capacity. I might pass for the moment 
this question of amending the bill to include the counties westward. 
And whether that is a subject of complete contract or of legislation 
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or of a contract in accordance with legislative guidance, those have 
got to be agreed u 

Mr. Borrorrr. Yes. 

Senator Kucuex. Title assumes some importance here, gentlemen. 

Assuming an agreement, ironclad, good faith, enforcible, why is 
the question of title a matter of importance tous? 

Mr. Borrorrr. Well, I think I would leave that subject to negotia- 
tion in the future. I would think that at the present stage, that it is 
apparent that the State wants to develop the Feather River project, 
and I do not know whether in its bonding program and its total pro- 
gram that it is such a tremendous thing ‘that that would be a factor 
in addition to other things insofar as, we will say, prejudices or de- 
sires. I just cannot say what all the factors would be that are involved. 

We want to have integrity in the total Feather River project. I 
think we want to have it—we want a bond issue or something to put up 
a water-delivery system on the southern side of this Federal San 
Luis unit program. We don’t want to have anything that wouldn’t 
give us the opportunity to operate under State law ‘with respect to 
water. 

Senator Kucuet. I agree that the State does want to go ahead with 
the Feather River project. But you must agree with me also that 
it is equally apparent that the State wants this S. 1887 to pass. Is 
that not equally true / 

Mr. Borrorrr. Well, we recognize that you folks have done a lot 
of work on this thing. And some of you have worked together. And 
we know that we have seen and heard expressions throughout the 
State and among people in Washington that think of the Kern C ounty 
concept as being the method by which to go; and the State has not 
said they w ould not go in that direction. In fact, they have indicated 
otherwise. 

Senator Kucuex. If you believe me, I am going to state that I did 
not introduce this legislation until the Governor of California and 
Mr. Banks both asked me to. 

Mr. Borrorrr. I recognize that, Senator. 

I do not think this Kerr concept was offered until we saw all the 
difficulty that was involved in connection with this total program, of 
trying to get your first approach accepted. 

Do we agree on this also, Mr. Banks, that we as Californians would 
welcome the maximum Federal assistance to us in this field of water 
legislation ? 

Yell, it seems obvious to me that in proposing a concept that 
would ar upward of, I would say, $400 million to make pos- 
sible in the San Lais unit area under our concept or any other that 
we show our interest in that. 

Senator Kucuex. Now, if that is true, here is a gentleman (Senator 
Anderson) who packs quite a wallop around the United States Senate. 
And I tell you, hasn’t he indicated here this afternoon some of the 
problems that your proposal would have in the United States 
Senate ? 

His questions certainly are relevant to this subject. 

Mr. Borrorrr. Well, it is true that the concept faces up to some 
oroblems. It happens that this United States is growing and the 
State of California is growing, and this problem of Federal-State re- 
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lationships and water development is with us. And underlying the 
specific words that relate to the Federal San Luis unit and the Feather 
River project in our concept there is a much broader principle. And 
that is the principle of the relationships that should exist between the 
State and the Federal Government regardless of what State it is or 
any other circumstance. 

And that is a right to contract joint use of facilities and to 
absorb proportionate and proper shares of costs and expenses in 
the construction and operation of such facilities. We have the Fed- 
eral Government’s proposal—I mean projects in our State, and we 
have the State coming along and wanting to build projects. We can 
see that they have to go hand in hand and side by side, and that 
there must be an opportunity for this interrelationship as a matter 
of broad future development, as well as the present development. 

So, I would recommend that this be considered in the light of its 
broad national significance as well as in the light of what we are 
offering as a specific thing on this subject. 

Senator Kucnei. Now, I came back again, because we do need to 
take a broad-gage view of all this; what importance is there as to 
who has title to these works, assuming the contracts and/or the laws 
clearly specify how the storage capacity shall be allocated ? 

Mr. Borrorrr. Well, in an abstract sense, I assume that your ques- 
tion could be answered that it should make no difference. At this 
particular stage of the game where you have broad sectional views 
and differences, perhaps even in other States, and I am talking about 
it on a national scale, there must be some recognition of the sovereign 
ower of a State to fulfill its part of an agreement and, therefore, 

e allowed to have the right to title if they have a major interest in 
a broad massive project, “of which the joint use works are not too 
great a part. 

Senator Kucne.. But if the agreement is completely satisfactory— 
let’s assume it is—for joint operation, and we accept the theory of 
joint operation in this growing economy, title ought not to be relevant. 

Mr. oe You might put it in trust. I would like to beg that 
question on these grounds: We recognize in the concept the sovereignty 
of both the State and the United States in the exercise of a contract. 

We have offered this general concept because we thought it would 
meet with the general approval of our people in the State so we 
could come here together united on this subject. And, actually, I 
must say that the minority view, as far as the great group we have 
been working with has been expressed in favor of the State’s amend- 
ments pr oposal. 

Senator Kucuen. I want to say I think you have made progress all 
the way around. 

I have gone back to my State in the past few years where there 
were some exceedingly bitter receptions that I encountered in both 
the South and the North. And I think you have—the people over 
that State have stimulated themselves into a recognition that we are 
going to a great extent all rise or fall together out there. 

Weare not going to cut the State in half. 

But I frankly feel that the question of title is not relevant. 

Mr. Borrorrr. Could I say this? 
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We are small potatoes in a big patch i in Kern County. And yet 
our economic interests and the effect of our economy on the State 
or even on the Nation is not of such small moment. 

Senator Kucuet. It is important to you. It is important to me. 

Mr. Borrorrr. We are in the middle. It has been indicated that 
we are perhaps to the point of at least as great or greater water short- 
age as any place in the State. We are 125 miles south of the San Luis 
service area. We need desperately to get the Feather River project 
going because it has been offered as the method by which we would 
gain our desired water supplies. 

Mr. Wess. Just a few words I would like to say on this. This bill 
that Senator Kuchel and Senator Knowland have brought in is a 
good bill. I think it is. I think he is honestly trying to do as much 
as he can for the people of the State. 

But we feel in the south that it doesn’t go quite far enough down 
to that direction. And we feel it will be some time before we can 
receive any relief. 

Senator Kvcuer. Through the State system, Mr. Webb? 

Mr. Wess. No. Through the Bureau of Reclamation. The State, 
we feel, can do this much sooner than the Bureau. I mentioned a 
moment ago that we were told on the House side that it would be 
1962 or 1963 before we could expect any help financially on projects 

We know each of you Senator helping our State of California are 
back here pitching for us. Senator Anderson for New Mexico. 

And the other Senators. They have got to take care of their other 
States. There is only a melon of a certain size to chop up. And only 
so much money can go to each State. 

You can correct me on these figures. As I recall them I think 
there is some $350 million backlog now, as far as projects in Cali- 
fornia are concerned, that have been approved but no money allocated 
for it. I believe the Army engineers—there is something like $265 
million backlog there to catch up. 

And it is gigantic—I mean the amount of money that has to be 
provided. And each of you have to take care of your own areas. 
That is the reason that we are here, to see if we can’t secure Federal 
legislation whereby we can have a vehicle upon which we can all ride. 

Naturally, if it is part of the California water plan—and that is 
what we are all interested in—we feel that it should be operated by 
the State of California. 

And I think that sums it up just a little bit, Senator Kuchel, on 
this. 

Senator Kucne. That is helpful. 

Mr. Wess. Because I want people to know here that you are sincere 
in what you are trying to do too. 

Senator Kucuet. That is helpful. Because I think on the opera- 
tion of this project, apparently, Senator, the Federal agencies and 
the State and those represented here today, are tending into an area 
of agreement. But it is the State government itself—it is the State 
government which fashioned the Feather River project, which asks 
that this bill be introduced; and which appears here today and urges 
its approval. 

Mr. Wess. That is true, they have. But they have also said that 
the concept would be acceptable too. 
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Senator Kucner. Now that is right. Now if that is true, then we 
need carefully to analyze the differences and the reasons for them 
and then pass judgment. 

Now, we have discussed this title question. We have discussed 
this rate of construction which I think we ought to have some more 
testimony on. And, Mr. Chairman, you are going to wind this up 
tomorrow morning. 

Senator Anperson. I am going to start looking at it. Let me ask 
you this. He said something a minute ago—he said that Mr. Banks 
had testified in behalf of the bill as drawn. But, also indicated that 
he would accept the Kern County concept. 

I believe that is a correct statement, Mr. Banks. 

Mr. Banxs. That iscorrect. We would accept S. 1887 with our pro- 
posed amendments. We could also accept the concept. 

Senator Anprerson. Now, do I understand that you are willing to 
take the Kern County concept but are not willing to take the bill as 
drawn ?¢ 

Mr. Wess. I think that that is true because of the time element. 
That is what I have been pointing out. We need the water and we 
need it as soon as possible. And if the bill as proposed goes through, 
it is going to be some time before we can expect any water. 

Senator Anperson. Here is what I am trying to find out: 

The only area of agreement then thus far between the California 
witnesses is that they will take the Kern County concept ? 

Mr. Wess. That is right. 

Senator AnpERson. You will not accept the bill. He can take the 
bill and the Kern County concept and you will take the Kern County 
concept ? 

Mr. Wess. That is right. 

Senator Anperson. Well, the Kern County concept will not be the 
easiest thing to get through the Congress of the United States, I would 
think. You would have to bear that in mind when you talk about the 
speed with which these things get done. 

Mr. Borrorrr. With a full understanding of it, and good will on 
the part of all, it may be possible to do that, Senator, in my judgment. 

But my judgment may not be at all competent; looking at it on the 
basis that I previously mentioned to you, the broad national aspects 
of the thing, and not necessarily on any local aspects; I would think 
you would have far more opportunity than you might if we come in 
here just ourselves alone and attempted. 

Mr. Wess. Before I forget this. This is one reason I came clear 
across the country. One of the reasons was to present this resolution 
from the board of supervisors in support of the Kern County concept. 
And if I may present it to you and have it made a part of the record, I 
would appreciate it. It is a certified copy of the action taken by the 
board of supervisors. 

(The resolution referred to follows :) 


RESOLUTION OF THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS, COUNTY OF KERN, STATE OF CALIFORNIA 


SECTION 1. Whereas (a) The Kern County Farm Bureau by its resolution 
dated the 5th day of September 1957 did adopt that certain program and state- 
ment of policy entitled “Statement of Purpose and Concept for Timely Develop- 
ment of the State Authorized Feather River Project and the Proposed Federal 
San Luis Unit of the Central Valley Project” ; and 
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(b) Said statement propounds a program and policy for the beneficial devel- 
opment of the water resources of the State of California in the best public in- 
terest of the county of Kern and the State of California in its entirety; and 

(c) The immediate and continued development of the water resources of 
this State being urgent and essential to the economic welfare of this county 
and State; and 

(ad) The Kern County Water Commission did recommend the adoption of this 
resolution, and in accord with said recommendation this board of supervisors 
did originally adopt same on the 7th day of January 1958 ; 

Sec. 2. Now, therefore, it is hereby resolved by the Board of Supervisors of 
the County of Kern, State of California, as follows: 

1. That this board of supervisors does hereby reaffirm its said resolution dated 
January 7, 1958, and does hereby recommend that the principles set forth in said 
statement of the Kern County Farm Bureau entitled “Statement of Purpose and 
Concept of the State Authorized Feather River Project and Proposed Federal 
San Luis Unit of the Central Valley Project” shall be used as a guide in the 
development of proposed legislation or amendments to existing legislation con- 
cerning the said proposed San Luis unit. 

2. That the clerk of this board of supervisors shall forthwith prepare 18 cer- 
tified copies of this resolution and deliver the same to Supervisor Vance Webb, 
chairman, water resources committee, Kern County Board of Supervisors, 
together with such additional certified copies hereof as may be requested by 
Supervisor Webb, and for his disposal in such manner as he may deem expedi- 
ent. 


Senator ANpEerson. Would you want to try to shorten up what 
you think the difference between the Kern County concept and the 
bill itself really is. Is it that the State shall do the construction of 
the dam? 

Mr. Borrorrr. That is one of the indicated issues. And that 
there shall, without question, be a contract. 

Senator Anperson. There shall, without question be a contract? 


Mr. Borrorrr. Well, there are provisions in the bill as offered by 
S. 1887, that would circumvent a contract, if there was a period of 
time that they hadn’t quite completed it and the thing were to so 
happen, then the Bureau would be unilaterally able to proceed. 

Senator Anperson. If we took the bill and amended it so that the 
Bureau wouldn’t be unilaterally authorized to go ahead but required 
a contract, it would make it much better. That is one thing. 

Now, what else has really caused you trouble ? 

Mr. Borrorrr. I think this sums up most of it. We haven’t said 
anything in our bill that is contradictory to him of the principlas that 
are set forth in the other bill. It is just a matter of procedure and in 
order to use proper language in order to properly Bo both points 
of view in we did have to make more language changes than we 
might have thought necessary. 

But I want to say in conclusion that we are fully sympathetic 
with the position of our neighbors in the San Luis unit service area. 

And that we hope that they will continue to work with us toward 
the solution of this aggravated problem. I think perhaps it is less 
aggravated than it has been. But I still think we honk work to- 
gether. 

Senator AnpEerson. Thank you. 

We will adjourn until 10 o’clock tomorrow morning. 

(Whereupon, the subcommittee adjourned, to reconvene at 10 a. m., 
Tuesday, March 18, 1958.) 
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Untrep States SENATE, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON IRRIGATION AND RECLAMATION 
OF THE COMMITTEE ON INTERIOR AND INsULAR AFFAIRS, 
Washington, D. C. 
The subcommittee met, pursuant to recess, at 10 a. m., in room 224, 
Senate Office Building, Senator Clinton P. Anderson (chairman of 
the subcommittee) presiding. 
Present : Senators Anderson and Watkins. 
Also present: Senator Kuchel. 
Senator AnpErson. The subcommittee will come to order. 
The first witness is Mr. Bates. 


STATEMENT OF C. W. BATES, SECRETARY-MANAGER, CENTRAL 
CALIFORNIA IRRIGATION DISTRICT, LOS BANOS, CALIF. 


Mr. Bares. Mr. Chairman, I will try to win that gold star you 
mentioned yesterday for brevity. 

I would like to introduce Mr. Vernon Britton, who is president of 
the board of the Firebaugh Canal Co. and Mr. Hank Shriver, who 
is executive vice president. 

Mr. Chairman, just a very brief orientation of the area we are 
speaking of. 

[ put a map up here on the board. 

Senator Kucnen. Will you identify yourself first for the record. 

Mr. Barrs. My name is C. W. Bates. I am secretary-manager of 
the Central California Irrigation District. 

This map in technicolor is a map of the area that we are speaking 
of, the San Luis project area. Primarily, the Westlands Water Dis- 
trict is shown here. 

The Firebaugh Canal Co., represented by Mr. Britton and Mr. 
Shriver, is the area here in blue, extending from Mendota all the 
way to Crows Landing. On the north is the irrigation district that 
I represent, the Central California Irrigation District, the San Luis 
Canal Co. in here, and the Columbia Canal Co. here is also repre- 
sented here today. 

The other new small patches are new irrigation districts that have 
been formed. The area in purple is the San Luis water project which 
Mr. Kaljian testified on peabeiiey. 

A few elevations are shown to illustrate what I am going to talk 
about in a minute. The elevation here in the middle of Westlands 
indicates a 250 elevation, 170, 160, 120. In other words, the general 
drainage is north and west. 
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I just wanted to illustrate that feature before we started. 

Actually the material that I am presenting here has already been 
covered to a certain extent by Mr. Banks, in that the amendment which 
we are requesting in section 1 has been agreed upon by the department 
of water resources, and also the Metropolitan Water District repre- 
sentatives, Westlands, and both sides of the controversial question 
here. So it is not a controversial question except that this is a new 
concept—I didn’t mean to use that word particularly—a new idea, 
you might say; some Federal participation in drainage. There has 
not been too much of that in the past. So the feeling was that this is 
merely the preliminary for many projects in the future, and it would 
be a good idea to try to get the principle established at the present 
time. 

I have a number of extra copies here. 

Senator Warkrins. May I ask is this a project that the people them- 
selves cannot build under their own resources? Is there any method 
of any financing outside of the Federal Government ? 

Mr. Bares. As to the drainage features, which I am_ particularly 
concerned w ith, Wwe are positive it is going to be solely a State project. 
It is in the California water plan, as I will point out in here. I believe 
my presentation will cover most of the points, and I will be glad to 
answer any questions at the end. 

Senator AnpErson. You can see what Senator Watkins is asking. 
You say it is going to be a State project. Why are you here? 

Mr. Bares. On account of the drainage features. 

Senator Anperson. I imagine his question is why are you here. 

Mr. Bares. To make sure of protection in the bill itself, that drain- 
age features are provided before water is applied on these upperlying 
lands. That is my main purpose. 

Senator Warkins. Maybe you do not catch just what I mean. 

I do not believe the representativ es of any reclamation project have 
any business coming here unless it is the type and kind th: at the people 
cannot build themselves. 

Mr. Bares. This is an amendment to the San Luis bill; not asking 
for any funds or anything of that nature. It is merely a protective 
device. If I may read the amendment, I think it will explain it, 
Senator. 

Senator Warktys. That will probably explain it. 

You say you are not asking for any authorization for any appro- 
priations ? 

Mr. Bares. That is correct. 

Senator Warktins. That would be a rare one, but I will be inter- 
ested to see what it sounds like. 

Mr. Bares. I will go through my brief written statement here. 

My name is C. W. Bates. I am secretary-manager of the Central 
California Irrigation District, with headquarters in Los Banos, Mer- 
ced County, Calif., near the site of the proposed San Luis Reservoir. 

I am representing here today not only the Central California Irri- 
gation District but the San Luis Canal Co., the Firebaugh Canal Co. 
and the Columbia Canal Co., comprising 250, 000 acres of highly devel- 
oped farmlands on the west side of the San Joaquin Valley s os 
approximately 5,000 farm families, as well as an urban population of 
approximately 50,000, almost wholly dependent upon the irrigated 
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agricultural economy. This area has been successfully irrigated and 
farmed since the 1870's or over 80 years. 

These four companies, commonly referred to as the contracting en- 
tities, operate jointly under a common watermaster under the so-called 
amended exchange contract with the United States, wherein their 
water supply is received through the Delta-Mendota Canal of the 
Central Valley project in exchange for the transfer of water under 
their basic water rights on the San Joaquin River for use in the 
Friant-Kern and Madera Canals of the Central Valley project. 

I should add that this agreement to exchange water supply sources 
was the key which made possible the original features of the Central 
Valley project. 

My purpose in appearing here today is that, while almost all atten- 
tion has been centered on the claims and counterclaims of the various 
parties concerned with the San Luis unit and its various aspects, there 
has been little recognition, at least up to now, of the fact that the 
introduction of new water into the San Joaquin Valley for supple- 
menting the ground water supplies on the upper elevation lands will 
materially increase the problem of drainage on the lower elevation 
historically irrigated lands. 

These lower elevation lands are, in some areas, already experiencing 
drainage difficulties brought about by the introduction of new waters 
into the San Joaquin Valley by the Delta-Mendota Canal, commenc- 
ing in 1951, which placed water on lands not previously irrigated, 
lying generally above the four contracting entities. 

May I make our position absolutely clear, however, that we have no 
quarrel with the absolute necessity of importing new water supplies 
into the San Joaquin Valley even though the four contracting entities 
themselves will not gain one drop of additional water from any of the 
new projects proposed. If these upperlying lands are to continue to 
produce and contribute to the economy of this great country of ours, it 
is imperative that additional water supplies be made available at the 
earliest possible date. 

We do, however, hold to the premise that it is extremely unrealistic, 
unfair and ill advised to spend billions of dollars for new irrigation 
projects unless and until a relatively small and insignificant portion of 
such expenditure is made available for the proper disposal of waters 
that are unfit for further domestic, industrial, or agricultural use. It 
will avail us little if we drown out lower-lying lands by the introduc- 
tion of new water supplies on upper lands without adequate drainage 
facilities. The history of many great past civilizations bear silent 
witness to the neglect of the drainage problem resulting in the physical 
destruction of vast areas of productive land. 

A great amount of technical data could be presented on geography, 
water quality, and other factors bearing on the drainage problem, 
but in the interests of brevity may I quote from a statement of the 
department of water resources before the joint committee on water 
problems of the Legislature of the State of California, at a hearing 
held on the problem in Los Banos on October 15, 1956. This brief 
statement appears to pinpoint the problem and its proposed solution : 

In order to prevent waterlogging of irrigable lands and to maintain a favor- 
able salt balance in the water supplies served to such lands, it will be neces- 


sary to provide works for the collection and transmission, to a place of ultimate 
disposal, of sufficient drainage water to maintain acceptable quality and ground- 
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water conditions in the San Joaquin Valley. The San Joaquin waste conduit, 
proposed as an integral part of the California water plan, consists of pumping 
plants, a forebay reservoir, and a lined canal extending the length of the valley 
from the vicinity of Buena Vista Lake to salt water downstream from the 
Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta. The conduit would convey poor-quality surface 
water wasting from the valley during the late irrigation season and other 
critical periods, sewage and industrial waste, degraded surface waters of minor 
west-side tributaries, poor-quality ground water pumped for quality control, and 
waters extracted in order to maintain the ground water at acceptable elevations 
for agricultural purposes. These waters would be collected in lined or closed 
conduits and discharged into the main conduit running the length of the valley. 

The drainage problems of the San Joaquin Valley cannot be solved on a 
piecemeal, uncoordinated basis—constructing a drainage system for one par- 
ticular area with disposition of drainage to natural channels or irrigation canals. 
There must be a master drainage outlet to salt water in order that local drain- 
age systems for problem areas may have a place of disposal without endanger- 
ing existing water supplies. 

The foresight and cooperation of the State of California and, in 
particular, of its department of water resources in starting a 4-year 
study of the valley’s drainage problem and in making this conduit a 
feature of the California water plan is to be commended. 

The farmers in the presently irrigated areas realize and agree that 
before additional waters are introduced into the San Joaquin Valley 
there must also be adequate local drainage facilities constructed to 
take care of the drainage, both surface and underground, necessarily 
resulting from such imported waters, but before these local drainage 
facilities can be effective, they must have an outlet, and such outlet 
can only be the proposed master drainage conduit. 

The farmers also realize and agree that the cost of main laterals to 
this master drainage conduit and the cost of other drainage ditches, 
conduits, wells, and other means of capturing, transporting, and dis- 
posing of unusable drainage waters, both surface and underground, 
should be borne by each area on an equitable basis in proportion to the 
contribution of each area to the whole drainage problem. 

Therefore, we are asking here today, and will continue to ask on 
both a Federal and State level, that any legislation authorizing any 
»roject under which additional waters would be imported into the 
San Joaquin Valley contain the provision that drainage facilities, suf- 
ficient to remove completely from the valley all drainage waters, both 
surface and underground, necessarily Aoaiiine from the use of such 
imported waters, shall be a onelat as an integral part of such proj- 
ect and contemporaneously and concurrently with the construction of 
the remainder of the project. 

To accomplish this in the pending legislation before you, S. 1887, 
the following or similar wording is suggested as an addition to sec- 
tion 1: 


Water deliveries to the San Luis unit service area shall not be made until 
there has been physically provided by the State of California acting alone, or 
in cooperation with the United States, or by the United States, or otherwise, 
such portion of the master drainage outlet and disposal channel for the San 
Joaquin Valley, as generally outlined in the California water plan, bulletin No. 3 
of the California Department. of Water Resources, as will serve adequately by 
connection therewith the drainage system for the San Luis unit mentioned in 
section 4 hereof. 


Section 4 in this case refers to the proposed authorization to the Secre- 
tary of the Department of the Interior to cooperate in drainage works 
within the general area of the San Luis unit service area. 
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May I add that the wording suggested above was agreed upon at a 
meeting held in Bakersfield, Calif., on February 17, 1958, attended by 
representatives of the Metropolitan Water District, the Westlands 
Water District, and the State of California Department of Water 
Resources. 

Thank you for the opportunity to appear before you today. 

Senator ANDERSON. Mr. Bates, that is a pretty representative group 
that you had at this meeting at Bakersfield, and do I understand that 
this was agreed upon by these others, or was it agreed upon by your 
group? Did the Metropolitan Water District agree to this? 

Mr. Bares. Their representative was there, and, naturally, they are 
here to speak for themselves. 

Senator Anprerson. We only have an hour and a half this morning. 

Mr. Bares. I might add, sir, that the same wording on this amend- 
ment is in Harvey Banks’ presentation; it is in the Kern County 
concept, and it is in the requested amendment. So it is the same. 

Senator ANnperson. I am not questioning it. I just want to be 
sure what you say: 

May I add that the wording suggested above was agreed upon at a meet- 
ing * * * attended by * * *. 

Do I understand that to mean that the groups you listed as being 
there agreed to this amendment? The Metropolitan Water District, 
the Westlands Water District, and the State of California Depart- 
ment of Water Resources ! 

Mr. Bares. A representation of that organization who was there 
agreed to it. 

Senator Anperson. That is all right. I did not mean they were all 
there. The whole Metropolitan Water District would be pretty large. 

We are not unfamiliar with this problem in this committee in 
at Yuma, Ariz. I am part of the committee that went out there 
to take a look at it. 

ae you know what the Yuma, Ariz., project is, and the Yuma 
Mesa ? 

Mr. Bates. I am not familiar with them. 

Senator ANperRson. Yuma Mesa is a little higher than the Yuma 
Valley, and they put a lot of irrigation up above, and the people 
down below think they have been getting some water that they do not 
need, and their lands are becoming waterlogged. That is the very 
problem you are worried about here, I take it. 

Mr. Bares. That is right. 

Senator ANvErsoN. Do I understand this resolution to be that water 
deliveries to the San Luis unit service area shall not be made until 
there has been physically provided by the State of California this 
master drainage outlet? Therefore, it would be very foolish on the 
part of the Congress—I am not talking about the authorization by 
the committee or by the Congress—for the Congress to appropriate 
any money to build the San Luis project, would it not, until this 
had been provided, because you do not want to deliver water until 
the drainage is provided ? 

Mr. Bares. That question was discussed quite thoroughly. I was 
here yesterday when you brought up the question with Mr. Banks. 

Originally the wording was somewhat along that line that you 
mentioned. However, the feeling was this, that both the drainage 
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and the San Luis unit are going to take a number of years to con- 
struct and would be constructed contemporaneously as I outlined here. 
For example, wouldn’t it result in legal complications in this sense, 
that you might say construction has actually started by the State ac- 
quiring some of the San Luis Reservoir site now! In other words, 
what is the interpretation of the word “construction” ¢ 

Senator Anperson. You give me an interpretation of the story in 
the Fresno Bee of Thursday, March 13. The headline reads: 


Senators BaLK At $72 MILLION FoR FEATHER 


SACRAMENTO.—The $72 million appropriation for the Feather River project ran 
up against tough opposition before the Senate Finance Committee today. 

It was no secret that several Senators were prepared to vote against amending 
this amount into the 1958-59 State budget, which already is close to the $2 
billion mark. 

Senator James B. McBride (Democrat) of Ventura County— 
which is down near Los Angeles, is it not ? 

Mr. Bares. Yes, sir. 

Senator ANDERSON (reading) : 
committee chairman, said in advance of today’s hearings he believes the FRP 
money should be considered outside the budget. 

Senator Earl B. Desmond (Democrat) of Sacramento County is another 
member of the committee who has expressed his disapproval of the appro- 
priation. 

If the State of California is objecting to the $72 million for the 
general project, might it not object to whatever millions it may be 
for this drainage outlet ? 

Mr. Bares. One thought that we had in mind, to answer that 
question, would be that if the actual deliveries of water, whether it 
is to southern California, Westlands, or on down the valley, is con- 
tingent upon this master drainage built by the State there would be 
terrific amount of pressure all over the State, both north and south, 
to get this master drainage constructed at the earliest possible date, 
because the whole State would be in on it. 

As I mentioned earlier, this general area is very neutral in this 
north-south fight because we are sitting in the middle. 

As I mentioned, we gain no additional irrigation water from these 
projects. We are merely trying to protect ourselves from the appli- 
cation of water on the upperlying lands. 

If water can be provided for either the Westlands or to southern 
California in the bill, if it finally comes out, then all areas will be 
vitally interested in seeing that this master drain is constructed at 
the same time. 

Senator AnpErson. Whose job is it to move first, though ! 

Mr. Bares. The State has started. An appropriation was made 
last year, sir, to show they are serious on it, including $150,000 of 
study funds for the first stage of this drain from tidewater to this 
area that we are speaking of here. That study is due to be com- 
pleted, to be presented at the general session next year, 1959, of the 
California Legislature. 

I believe, sir, in all honesty, it would be a mistake to hold up any 
construction on the San Luis unit until this master drain is built. 1 
feel that they would be undoubtedly built at the same time. 
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Senator Anperson. You would not be in favor of any authoriza- 
tion until the State of California made an appropriation for the 
master drain, because then they would just pump the water out ! 

Mr. Bares. That would be all right. As long as the State is com- 
mitted to build it, yes, I think it could be done together. 

Senator AnpErson. That does not quite answer my question. 

Do you favor an appropriation for this project until the State of 
California has made an appropriation for the master drain 4 

Mr. Bares. I don’t think it would interfere, sir, because, say the 
appropriation was made for the San Luis first, before the State made 
an appropriation of the master drain. Knowing that no water would 
be delivered through the project until the master drain was built, 
there would be terrific pressure, not north versus south but the entire 
State, to appropriate that money at the next session, knowing that 
they could not get water deliveries until they did do it. 

Senator Anperson. You still do not give me a yes or no answer. 

Mr. Bares. To answer your question, I would say, “Yes,” there 
would be no danger with the wording as it is here, to answer you 
directly, sir. 

Senator Anperson. Do you feel it would be all right for the Fed- 
eral Government to put $260 million or $290 million in a water proj- 
ect and not be able chébendter to deliver the water because you would 
do so with this wording right in front of us? 

Mr. Bares. You first asked the question of any appropriation, and 
this question is the entire amount. I don’t believe it would be appro- 
priated all at one time. The minute the first appropriation was made 
the pressure would be on the State to get going on the master drain, 
knowing that they would never be able to deliver water until they 
did, either north or south. 

Senator Anperson. Your proposal then would be that we go ahead 
and try to pass the bill, and then try to get an appropriation of a 
small amount, and that would be immediately 

Mr. Bares. Trigger the State to have to do it. 

Senator Anprerson. I thought that was sort of a sensible point of 
view. 

Senator Kucuei. Then I do not even have to make any comment 
except to say this: What kind of money are we talking about in this 
drainage responsibility ¢ 

Mr. Bares. Is Mr. Banks here? 

I think the first stage of the project which will take care of the 
San Luis unit service area is estimated at around $7 million, some- 
where in that neighborhood. 

Senator Kucuet. In toto how much would it amount to? 

Mr. Bates. All the way to Buena Vista Lake, which, as you know, 
is clear down to the southern part of the valley, I believe the entire 
project is talking about $55 million. 

Senator Kucner. Here we deal with a piece of Federal legislation 
in which the State will participate in the construction and operation. 
Assuming that this agreement were to be entered into, would it not 
supply an abundance of good faith with respect to the State’s obliga- 
tions, as recognized by your proposed amendment, to undertake the 
responsibility in the drainage problem ? 


23863—58——_10 
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Mr. Bares. I believe so, sir, and I think that can be illustrated, too, 
by the fact that the construction of this master drain in, I guess you 
call it, the timetable of the department is in the first features of the 
California water plan. It is the first thing that they intended to con- 
struct. So it would be highly unlikely that it would be put off down 
at the tail end. It is already there. The State water commission, 
incidentally, has also gone on official record, which makes it an offi- 
cial policy of the State automatically by the law under which the 
commission was created, that this master drain be constructed prior 
to the introduction of new waters. 

Senator Anperson. Do you have any problem now with bad 
water ? 

Mr. Bates. We have a little bit of a problem, sir. A few of the 
districts are irrigating from the Delta-Mendota Canal, as I men- 
tioned, which was constructed and started in 1951. 

An illustrated by the map, the northern end of the area there is 
fairly close to the hill; so has very few small new districts formed. 
But if you get farther south, I think I can best illustrate it by an 
actual occurrence this past year. 

I think you are familiar with water quality terms from your own 
experience. There is a master drain now that has for, I guess, more 
than 50 years come back into the main canal. Our district, sir, is 
the old San Joaquin Canal Co. which was wholly owned by Miller & 
Luchs. This was actually constructed in the 1870’s by Chinese coolie 
labor: so is an antique system in that sense. 

With regard to drainage waters entering our canal, they are mixed 
with our regular irrigation water, but halfway through our system. 
In other words, taking the drainage water from some of the southern 
end, I will give you two figures. 

We take weekly samples on that drain water to protect ourselves. 
The average boron of those drainage waters in 1956 was 1.0. As you 
know, 0.5 is the generally accepted tolerable limit. In 1957 the aver- 
age boron of that drainage water entering our system was 2.6 in 1 
year. 

Senator Anperson. So you have a problem already of your own. 

Mr. Bates. We have a small problem; yes, sir. But we are solv- 
ing it on a local basis by various means. 

You notice on the map the brown in the middle there is Grasslands 
Water District, which is your duck club swamp area. That drainage 
water is being put through that area, and each fall the duck clubs 
are filled, flushed on through during the winter. We can take care 
of it on an interim basis. 

Senator Anperson. I am looking at your language on page 3 of 
your statement: 

The conduit would convey poor-quality surface water wasting from the 
valley during the late irrigation season and other critical periods, sewage and 
industrial waste, degraded surface waters of minor west-side tributaries, poor- 
quality ground water pumped for quality control * * *. 

That is getting into a pretty big field ; is it not ? 

Mr. Bates. This statement of the department is talking about the 
entire valley drainage problem and not just this area here. It is a 
quotation here. 

Senator Anperson. However, if you are going to pump poor-quality 
ground water and waste it, that is a pretty expensive process. , 
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Mr. Bares. That is right. We don’t pump any ground water for 


quality control at the present time. There is a little bit in the Fire- 
baugh area. 


1 take that back. 

They are doing tile draining now quite extensively and pumping 
that out to maintain the ground water. 

Senator AnpERson. Do you understand if the Federal Government 
gets into this that you are not trying to commit us to go in and have 
the Federal Government take out the poor-quality ground water for 
quality control ? 

Mr. Bares. No, sir. Anything that goes into section 4 of the bill 
as written pertains to the internal drainage system, you might say, 
of the San lan. which, of course, would be undoubtedly a reimbursa- 
ble feature of the project at a later date. And it would be foolish 
to put in a drainage system unless you know where the internal drains 
are going to be needed. 

But there is no point in putting in the internal drainage until there 
is some method of getting it out of the valley. That is the main point 
here. 

Senator Anprerson. Will you tell me what would happen if the 
Federal Government went ahead and spent $292 million and the State 
of California decided not to build the master drain? Would the 
pressure not be on the Federal Government to go ahead and do it 
and appropriate another $55 million? 

Obviously, the Federal Government cannot afford to put all this 
money in and then not be able to dispose of the water. 

Mr. Bares. I don’t think the Federal Government would put any 
money into drainage unless it was on a reimbursable basis. 

Senator ANpErson. Wait a minute. 

I have a brandnew water plant up here on the side of the mountain. 
I have a dam and reservoir with a million acre-feet of water in it, 
if I was Uncle Sam, and I cannot deliver it until I build a $55 million 
plant. Nobody would throw away the millions he already has in it. 
The Federal Government would have to go ahead and build the drain 
if the State of California does not do it; is that not correct ? 

Mr. Bates. You are undoubtedly right, sir. 

Could not that be covered in the agreement between the State and 
the Secretary as called for on the other features of the San Luis unit? 

Senator Anperson. I think it might. I just wondered who can bind 
the State. Is there anybody you know that can guarantee the next 
legislature will appropriate $55 million? 

Mr. Bates. No, sir; nobody can, no more than I can or the Congress. 

Senator Kucuen. Is it not true, if the legislation as introduced here 
were adopted, and the agreement were entered into, and the construc- 
tion were then to proceed, that the people in the area would be inter- 
ested in meeting that condition if the State did not in order to receive 
ae water? 

Mr. Bates. We would have to. Not only our area, sir, but the en- 
tire valley. 

Senator Kucuet. In other words, it is a problem that must be met. 
Your belief is that the State should meet it, and your belief is that the 
State will meet it. 

Mr. Bares. And has definitely shown good faith on it by setting 
up these funds and conducting this study—that being in the first stage. 
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Senator Anperson. I want to ask why it is not desirable to put in 
the legislation that before any money is appropriated for this project 
there shall be some sort of agreement as to who will build the master 
drain. I do not believe that the Government has any right to put a lot 
of money in a project and not be able to deliver water. 

Mr. Bares. t see your point. 

Senator Anperson. I do not know what the problem is there, but 
we have now available to the people an absolute method of measuring 
whether or not there is water seepage coming into the land. There- 
fore, we would know whether this property was being damaged by the 
irrigation waters. 

I do not blame you for worrying about this. This is a problem. 

It does seem to me, Senator, before the Government is asked to start 
putting up its money there ought to be some sort of commitment from 
some group that the State of California will put up its money. 

Senator Kucuen. I can see why the Senator makes that statement. 
The fact does remain that in the government of California, just like 
this in Washington, you have to rely in part upon annual recognition 
by each government of good faith, because assuming that the legisla- 
ture in 1959 appropriated X million dollars for this program, but, for 
some unaccountable reason, the legislature in 1961 refused to carry 
it on, or, contrarywise, the Congress under authorization appropriated 
the first year but refused to the second. 

I think he has made a good case. 

Senator Anperson. The reason that the Congress makes the sec- 
ond year’s appropriation is that it authorizes the project completely 
and thereby guarantees to the people that it intends to go through 
with it, and you and I and the other Members of the Senate and the 
House vote to see that the Government keeps its pledge. 

Senator Kucnuex. That is right. 

Senator Anperson. The State of California under this is not re- 
quired to make any pledge. The people say “Put in language that says 
no water shall be delivered until * * *.” 

The “until” depends upon action on the part of California. So why 
should not California sign a pledge along with the Federal Govern- 
ment ? 

Senator Kucuer. Has not the pledge been recognized in the ap- 
propriation by the legislature, of the study moneys, which I assume is 
under authorization ¢ 

Mr. O’Netmu (J. E. O’Neill, president, Westlands Water District). 
I think you will find in our estimates of the $190 million, money which 
will provide not only for distribution systems but for a drainage sys- 
tem, and, if we have to, we will take care of our own drain down to 


the outlet. i! 
Senator AnpErson. However, the $190 million does not involve this 


ea here. 
r. O’Nemu. We are prepared to take the water from the West- 


lands Water District. 
Senator Anperson. I did not think it did. I still do not think it 


oes. 
Mr. O’Nem. It doesn’t specifically state, but it does take care of 
drainage, and we had in mind that if we had to, and if the State of 
California did not proceed with the master drainage, we could carry 
our own drainage down to the outlet. , 
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Senator Anperson. Is that the aqueduct from Delta to San Luis? 

Mr. O’Nett. Yes. 

Senator ANpERsON. Set up here at $55 million / 

Mr. ONem. Those are not our figures, Mr. Chairman. That comes 
from the so-called Kern County concept. 

Senator Anperson. It comes from the Department of Water Re- 
sources of California. 

Mr. O’Netiu. We are talking about our appropriation on the $190 
million. 

Mr. Bares. I think I can explain, sir. 

What is being driven at here is that under the Federal report on 
the San Luis they recognize the need for drainage from this new 
project, too. They have a very generalized plan of disposing of the 
drainage waters from the San Luis units through an interceptor drain 
along the lower edge of the San Luis unit. 

The reason the State has gotten into this is that the drainage prob- 
lem is more than just the San Luis unit area itself. In other words, 
it would be foolish to put the master drain that high just to take 
care of the San Luis unit. It would be better to get it lower so 
that it could be used not only by the San Luis unit but also by others 
in projects in the future. 

But the Senator mentioned about the appropriation for study funds. 
I would also like to emphasize again that the State water commission 
has gone on official record that it is the first stage of the California 
water plan for construction. It is perfectly true the legislature can- 
not appropriate the money. 

Senator Anperson. I would not worry so much about what the 
legislature would do if the State of California through its legislature 
had obligated itself to build this master drain in case the Federal 
Government went through with the project. I would feel that there 
should be the same responsibility on the part of the members of the 
California Legislature as when we authorize projects here. 

I do not like language that says that, having built a plant, you 
cannot use it. 

Mr. Bares. I can certainly see your point. 

Senator Anperson. I unfortunately have to sit here although I am 
not directly interested in the California project. It is not my function 
to try to get the California project through. It is to try to see that 
the Government does not put any money in this and then have it 
frozen, as it could if it could not deliver water. 

I do not know whose responsibility it is to build the dam. You 
say that your folks will do it. Mr. O'Neill says their district will do 
it. There ought to be some commitment pretty well expressed. 

I think you should recognize that we would not appropriate the 
whole $260 million unless California was moving along. 

Mr. Bartrs. The main thing we are afraid of in talking about con- 
struction is the technicality that actually you might say the project 
is already under construction by the acquisition of some of the reser- 
voir site land. 

Senator Anperson. I do not believe that is a good interpretation. 
I do not believe that would hold up in court. 

Mr. Bares. Iam no lawyer. 

Senator ANperson. Iam not either. That is why I can speak freely. 
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Mr. Bares. It was the intent here that probably both projects would 
proceed simultaneously. 

Senator Kucuen. Let me ask if you know under what law the legis- 
lature appropriated this $150,000 for study money? Surely there 
must have been some statute purporting to authorize the project. 

Mr. Bates. If Mr. Banks or Mr. Towner is here, I think he could 
answer that question. I am not sure of the technicalities. 

Mr. Towner (Porter A. Towner, chief counsel, Department of 
Water Resources, State of California). Mr. Banks is not here. He 
had to return to Sacramento. 

Offhand, I don’t know exactly which item authorized it. The 
master drain itself is part of our bulletin 3, and I think the appropria- 
tion was made as an investigation, which the legislature does fre- 
quently, just to investigate the feasibility. 

Senator Kucuen. I wish, Mr. Chairman, that the official answer 
could be filed by the State on that point, however. 

Mr. Towner. Yes, sir; we will file it. 

Senator Anperson. File it for the record, Mr. Towner. 
(The following communications were subsequently received from 


Mr. Banks:) 
STATE OF CALIFORNIA, 
DEPARTMENT OF WATER RESOURCES, 


Sacramento, March 31, 1958. 
Senator CLInToN P. ANDERSON, 


Chairman, Subcommittee on Irrigation and Reclamation, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 


Dear SENATOR ANDERSON: At the March 17 and 18 hearings on S. 1887, to 
authorize Federal-State cooperation in the San Luis project, you requested 
that we provide the committee with information concerning State appropria- 
tions for studies and reports on the proposed master drain for the San Joaquin 
Valley. The drain is described in bulletin 3 for this department, The California 
Water Plan. In the past year our department has been engaged in a study of 
the problem which will lead to the preparation of plans, cost estimates, and 
feasibility determinations. These studies have been carried on under an ap- 
propriation of $104,240 made by the California Legislature in its 1957 session 
(item 263 (b), ch. 600, Cal. Stats. 1957). Though the budget bill is still before 
the legislature, an appropriation of $318,000 for continuation of this investiga- 
tion during the next fiscal year seems assured. 

Our studies will be completed in 1960, and, if authorized by the legislature, 
construction could be commenced immediately thereafter. 

Very truly yours, 
Harvey O. Banks, Director. 


SACRAMENTO, Cauir., April 10, 1958. 
Senator CLINTON P, ANDERSON, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Irrigation and Reclamation, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C.: 


Reurtel April 9, concerning purchase of site for San Luis Reservoir, State is 
in process of acquisition of part of site. Surveys of property to be acquired are 
being made, appraisal reports are being prepared, and negotiations with certain 
owners are in process. Legislature has appropriated $1,080,000 for purchase of 
part of site: of this $67,000 has been expanded or obligated to date but remain- 
ing amount will be obligated before end of this year. An additional appro- 
priation of $2,586,000 to complete acquisition of site is now pending in legis- 
lature. If this appropriation is made we will make every attempt to complete 
acquisition during fiscal year 1958—59. 

Harvey O. BANKS, 
Director, California Department of Water Resources. 


Senator Anperson. Are there any additional questions? 
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Senator Kucue. No, sir. 

Senator Anperson. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Bares. Thank you very much, sir. 

Senator Anperson. Congressman Engle has asked that the hearing 
record show—and it should show, as I told him previously—that, if 
he was not able to appear, he could file a statement at a later date. 
I want that to be in the record. 

(Congressman Engle subsequently submitted the following :) 


STATEMENT OF Hon CLAIR ENGLE, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE 
OF CALIFORNIA 


Mr. Chairman, I appreciate this opportunity to submit to your subcommittee 
my views on §S. 1887, to authorize construction of the San Luis unit of the Central 
Valley project. I am convinced that legislation authorizing immediate Federal 
construction of the San Luis unit should be approved by Congress, with provisions 
for integration of the San Luis unit with California’s own water resources de- 
velopment program. S. 1887 would accomplish this, and I urge favorable action 
on that measure by your committee. Similar legislation is pending in my com- 
mittee, and hearings have been completed, and I am hopeful of favorable action 
thereon in the near future. 

The San Luis unit is a logical and long planned extension of the Central 
Valley project to furnish supplemental water to some 500,000 acres on the west 
side of the San Joaquin Valley in California. It is urgently needed now to pre- 
vent large areas from going out of production and returning to desert. The pro- 
visions in S. 1887 have been worked out jointly between the Department of the 
Interior, the State of California, and California Representatives in Congress. 
The legislation, therefore, has the support of the Department of Interior and the 
State of California. The legislation provides for joint use of the San Luis works 
by the Federal Government to serve the San Luis unit and by the State as an 
integral part of its Feather River project. It specifically permits the project 
facilities to be designed and constructed so that they may be integrated into and 
made a part of the State’s overall plan. 

I am introducing legislation to implement my proposal of last year for a new 
Federal-State relationship for development of California’s water resources. 
This legislation would provide for Federal financial participation in State-con- 
structed projects, whereas the San Luis legislation provides for State financial 
participation and State operation of a federally constructed project. I favor 
this latter course for the San Luis unit because I am convinced that this is the 
quickest and best way to meet the critical need in the San Luis service area. The 
San Luis unit has been long planned as a Federal project, and construction could 
get underway rather quickly after it is authorized. 

California faces an acutely growing water problem as a result of the geo- 
graphic maldistribution of the State’s water resources and the ever-expanding 
population and industry. California’s water resources are sufficient to meet 
its needs in the foreseeable future, but the problem is proper and equitable dis- 
tribution. Federal authorization and construction of the San Luis unit will 
be of great assistance to the State of California in its plans for equitable 
distribution of its water resources. 

Mr. Chairman, authorization of the San Luis unit in accordance with the 
provisions of S. 1887 will not only take care of the critical water problem in 
the San Luis service area, but will also provide for a link in the State’s solution 
of its overall water problem. In closing, I again urge your favorable action on 
the bill which you have before you. 


Senator Anprerson. Mr. Myers, will you state your name for the 
record, please ? 


STATEMENT OF LLOYD W. MYERS, SECRETARY-MANAGER, FRESNO 
BUILDING & CONSTRUCTION TRADES COUNCIL, FRESNO, CALIF. 


Mr. Myers. Lloyd Myers. I am the secretary-manager of the 
Fresno Building & Construction Trades Council. 
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I am representing some 17,000 members and their families from the 
central San Joaquin Valley. That would be Madera, Merced, Kings, 
Tulare, and Fresno Counties. We have several small-business men in 
the area with whom we trade, the papa-mama type merchants, and 
people who, together, make up these small people of the valley. 

We are definitely interested in this irrigation and reclamation 
project to the extent that it would affect the lives of all of us. We 
have any number of our members who have been farmers in their 
lives, and others who are looking forward to retiring on a little 
chicken ranch or to a vineyard or a prune orchard or something of 
that nature, and we find that the high cost of water is precluding that. 
The cost of the installation of wells and things runs into thousands of 
dollars and prohibits that type of venture. 

Our members are being particularly deprived of their American 
heritage, in our opinion. There was a time when we could go out 
and drill a well and put down a pump, a simple installation that 
would not run over a thousand dollars, but that is no longer true, even 
for household water. 

We have found that there are many landowners in our Central Val- 
ley, central San Joaquin Valley, but there are very few operators, and, 
by not being able to get water at a reasonable price, it is forcing the 
larger type operation. Again I say it is doing away with the family- 
sized farm and is taking those people off the farms rather than putting 
them on them. 

Senator Anperson. What do you mean by family-sized farms? 

Mr. Myers. I mean where 1 family can make a living, like father, 
mother, and 2 children who can operate a farm. 

Senator Anperson. In certain sections of California they can do it 
on an acre. 

Mr. Myers. That is true. 

Senator Anperson. What are you talking about in size? 

Mr. Myers. In this particular instance, it wouldn’t make any dif- 
ference what size it was if it were on the west side. If you had to 
drill a well, it would preclude it. 

Senator Anperson. I remember going into the Fresno area one time 
checking on some wells because I was planning several thousand acres 
in a project in New Mexico, and it seemed to me that 1,500 acres was 
the most satisfactory unit because the investment in pumping equip- 
ment was so large. No family could doa thing like that. 

Mr. Myers. That is my point, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Anperson. What do you want us to do about that situation? 

Mr. Myers. On the east side of the valley, where water is relatively 
accessible, a family could, if they were industrious, make a living on 
an acre, 5 or 10 acres, and many a family has educated their children 
and sent them to school and they have gone on to become substantia] 
citizens. 

Senator Anperson. I would like to have you tell me how that re- 
lates to this San Luis project, the fact that the water table is down 
so far that you have to put a well down several hundred feet. I think 
I pumped 180 feet, and that seems to be quite a distance. Here they 
are lifting water a thousand feet, are they not ? 

Mr. Myers. Close to it. 

Mr. O’Neru. About 800 feet. 
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Senator ANpERSON. Somebody talked about 1,100 feet the other 
day, which scared me. What is your point with reference to this 
project? Do you think the bringing in of this additional water will 
raise the water table enough to change that picture 

Mr. Myers. Not only will it raise the water table, but it will make 
water available ditchside. 

Senator Anperson. For surface irrigation ¢ 

Mr. Myers. Yes; put in a ditch pump. They do that extensively 
in the valley, and it would bring the cost of water down to where a per- 
son of modest means could get into farming and things that would 
bring a return to his family. 

Senator AnpErson. We had some testimony, I believe, yesterday, 
that the per-acre-foot-of-water cost was very high for this pumping. 

Mr. Myers. That is true. I heard something around $20. 

Senator Anperson. That is the figure that I heard. 

Mr. Myers. It is not economical to raise berries or peaches or things 
of that nature with that price water. It just isn’t feasible. 

Of course, the large holdings, of necessity, must use migrant labor, 
and that is not a stabilizing influence on the community, people who 
come in with their families and all, and it is not conducive to educa- 
tional facilities, religious facilities, and things of that nature, and it 
brings along with it its quota—maybe even more than its quota—of 
diseases and juvenile delinquency and things of that nature. It is 
not a stabilizing influence on the community. 

We, of course, are glad to have them to harvest our crops and things 
of that nature, but we feel that we need a family-sized farm, one that 
would not necessarily preclude the larger type farms, but one that 
would permit the fellow who wanted to put his family out on a farm to 
make a living. 

Senator Anperson. This would help help in developing that family- 
sized farm ? 

Mr. Myers. That is right. 

Senator ANpERson. You recognize the Southern Pacific is in this for 
120,000 acres. 

Mr. Myers. We do. We will do all in our power to get them to 
either help us out in our struggle or to do something that would 
exclude them and make it economically feasible to construct. We 
recognize it is a problem. 

We feel that, if something isn’t done soon, with the type operation 
we have in our area, the large farming ventures now, with the dropping 
water table, is going to be lost to the community and that it is going 
to go back to the desert that it was before the wells were built. That 
is around $75 million, and our little valley can’t stand the loss of $75 
million. 

I came from the Middle West. I was in the so-called Dust Bow], 
and I know what it is to be without water, I want you to know, where 
even a drink of water is a luxury, and we don’t want to see that 
happen to our little valley. We can’t stand it. 

We have an awfully large percentage of people that I represent 
that are not working. As to those that are working, in all too many 
‘ases it is only part time, and that reflects on the economy of the 
community, and we are concerned about it. 
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The chamber of commerce statistics prove that we have gone down 
a large percent over what we were last year, and from month to 
month it is dropping approximately 5 percent. We can’t stand that, 
either, and still a prosperous community. 

We know that if the money were even authorized for this, con- 
struction couldn’t start, but it would restore the confidence of our 
people, of the merchants, of the suppliers, manufacturers, and the 
persons in the area so that the economy would reflect the promise of a 
thing to come, because we know that, once the Federal Government 
starts on a reclamation project, they carry through to its ultimate 
conclusion. 

We can’t go along with some of these arguments that we have heard 

resented here, that the State should build it, the county should build 
it, the Federal Government should build it. It is going to be built; 
so, let’s get together and build it. 

Senator Anperson. Who would you like to build it? 

Mr. Myers. We don’t care who builds it, as long as it is economically 
feasible and that it benefits all concerned. We see no way in the 
world that California can build it. There isn’t that much money 
available in the State of California, in my opinion and the opinion 
of the people I represent. We believe, from past experience we have 
had in reclamation projects, that the Federal Government is a pretty 
good Uncle Sam, and we can trust him to go along with this one and 
come out with what we believe to be the best for all concerned. 

We would like to see the San Luis project authorized and construc- 
tion start on it just as soon as is humanly possible, to take care of the 
people who are skilled people in their trades. That is, the people who 
have built the Central Valley project, the Madera irrigation project, 
the Friant Canal and Dam, and Millerton, and all those things. We 
have those people in the community. We have the contractors there 
and the equipment. Every bit of that equipment is there ready to go 
to work, and in all too many cases is idle. It is an investment that is 
showing no return to anyone, and it is something that we could well 
use and make use of. 

We from organized labor, the AFL-CIO, have launched an equi- 
table reclamation-irrigation law. We have gone down through history 
and fought for these things. We are not making land barons and 
people who want to just stack dollars on top of each other, or to create 
vast holdings for someone to become a king or ear] or something like 
that. We are forgetting the thing that would be the most for all of 
the people for the resources that they so rightly own. We are not go- 
ing to get out on a limb and say that what one group has proposed is 
better than another group has proposed, because we are not engineers. 

The only thing we know is what we have seen in the past from irri- 
gation and reclamation projects, and we have seen a lot of them and 
they have been quite successful and have returned twofold and ten- 
fold even the investment that it cost the Government in the form of 
taxes and things of that nature. 

Senator Anperson. Would you just repeat that several times? 
That is a very good statement to make. 

The Salt River project has probably paid its way back to the Fed- 
eral Treasury 10 times in income taxes alone, as well as paying back 
all the money it cost the Treasury. 
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Mr. Myers. I believe that. We have a little town just north of 
Fresno, in Madera County, in fact the county seat, in which a sign 
says “It Doesn’t Cost to Shop in Madera, It Pays.” 

That is what we believe. 

Senator ANperson. Do you think then if the Federal Government 
spends this $260 or $290 million, even though it lends it interest-free 
to the community in that area and it will cost the Government $8 
million or $9 million a year to do that, that after the projects are 
built and the people who are living on them, that $8 million or $9 
million would more than come back to the Federal Government in 
business development, income taxes, and increase in wealth generally ? 

Mr. Myers. It is inescapable. With our $75 million valuation now 
it is inevitable we would quadruple in value. The Government’s in- 
come from taxes alone would more than pay the interest. 

Senator ANpeRson. It is interest free and I have stoutly defended 
that for a long time because I think that the amount of money the 
Government loses on these reclamation loans have quickly come back 
to it, and I am glad to have you stress that point here today. 

Mr. Myers. We have noted and studied with a great deal of in- 
terest Senate bill 1887 although it is not, in our opinion, perfect. 
There are some objectionable features as far as we are concerned, 
but we recognize, just like in labor negotiatitons, that you don’t get 
everything you ask for, and that to get something you have to give 
something in return. 

Since we don’t have anything, we can’t give it, nor can we lose it. 
But we hope to gain something, and we, the people who are going to 
help repay the costs of it, are willing to go along with the language 
in Senate bill 1887. 

I am authorized to speak for my people along that line. We don’t 
believe that we are sacrificing anything in that manner. 

I am not going to take too much more time, but I wanted to point 
out that we have established already that we have the source of sup- 
ply. We have established beyond a shadow of a doubt that we have a 
need, and we have established beyond a shadow of a doubt that we 
have the land to put the water on if we can get it. We have the 
money available if we go about it in a sensible manner, and we have 
the people and the contractors and the equipment available so that 
we could start in the morning on one of the darnedest construction 
programs you ever saw in your life if it were authorized and ready 
to go. 

We have the technical know-how from our engineers, from the 
Federal Government, from the State of California, and from the 
people who are going to consume the water. We have the know-how, 
and the only thing we need right now as far as I am concerned is the 
authorization to restore the confidence that the people have in their 
government, whether it be city, county, State, Federal, or what have 
you. 

I think that with all of this silly bickering that we have by some 
of the selfish and even, I would go so far as to say, hoggish inter- 
ests—and I am not accusing anyone by name, but we have some people 
who are selfish to the point of being hoggish in my opinion—the sooner 
we can get the people to sit down and agree that they have a problem 
that they will have to agree upon before we can ever settle anything, 
the sooner we can get to work on this program. 
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Senator Anpgrson. I just want to ask you one question, Mr. Myers. 

I issued a release a short time ago as chairman of this Subcommit- 
tee on Irrigation and Reclamation, pointing out that if we wanted to 
sort of prime the economic pump instead of spending $160 million 
next year we could spend $330 million on projects already author- 
ized. That was because there seems to be some unemployment here and 
there in the country. Is there unemployment in the Fresno area? 

Mr. Myers. A tremendous amount of unemployment, Mr. Chair- 
man. 

I just brought this little brochure from the Fresno County and 
City Chamber of Commerce, and they have employment figures in 
finance, trade, industry, transportation, and so on, and so forth, 
and the only place that employment is up is in real estate where the 
people are forced to sell their homes and this, that and the other. 

And there is one other instance where employment is up, and that 
is in residential power and things of that nature where there are new 
installations or things of that nature. All the rest of them show a 
minus in their report: 8.4 in finance. The employment in finance of 
real estate isup 2.1. It is off 59.8 in the trades. 

Senator ANperson. People get new mortgages. That would not be 
an extremely hopeful sign. 

Mr. Myers. That is the only place that it is up. 

Senator Anperson. You do think that a project of this nature would 
be worthwhile to authorize from the standpoint of unemployment 
that exists in the area ? 

Mr. Myrrs. I certainly do. I think it would do an awful lot; even 
the authorization would restore confidence in the people of the valley 
even though the construction didn’t start this year or even next year. 
But it would restore confidence and would mean that the State would 
go ahead with its drainage program and little irrigation programs and 
things that they have proposed, the counties and the farmers and 
the water districts, and I think it would reflect, and I believe it would 
do an awful lot to bring us out of the doldrums we are in now. 

Senator Anperson. Thank you, Mr. Myers. You were a good wit- 
ness. 

Mr. Myers. Thank you. 

Senator Anperson. Mr. Butler. 

Are there other people to testify besides Mr. Butler and Mr. Peter- 
son? Speak now or forever hold your peace. 

All right. 

Will you state your occupation and your name for the record, Mr. 
Butler? 


STATEMENT OF WARREN W. BUTLER, VICE CHAIRMAN, BOARD 
OF DIRECTORS, THE METROPOLITAN WATER DISTRICT OF 
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA 


Mr. Butuer. Mr. Chairman and Senator Kuchel, my name is War- 
ren W. Butler. I am vice chairman of the board of directors of the 
Metropolitan Water District of Southern California, a political sub- 
division of California, organized for the purpose of providing water 
to our member agencies on the coastal plain of southern California. 

We appreciate the time this subcommittee is giving to consideration 
of one oF the important phases of the many-sided California State 
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water problem. I am pleased to appear today not only to comment 
on the bill before you, but also to discuss the relationship which the 
roject proposed unavoidably has to the entire California water prob- 
em, including the necessity of future deliveries of supplementary 
water supplies into southern California. 

Pursuant to instructions of our bord of directors, it is my duty to 
strongly oppose S. 1887 in the language and terms in which it is now 
written. 

So that our position may not be misunderstood nor misinterpreted, 
let me say immediately that our board does not now, nor has it ever, 
opposed the people of the 500,000 acres of this project obtaining the 
benefits of the United States reclamation laws together with Federal 
financing. 

But in the interests of the 6 million people who live within our dis- 
trict we must insist that the San Luis service area shall receive what 
they desire on a basis that will not be seriously disadvantageous to 
us. 

To understand what is involved, it must first be pointed out that 
the 500,000-acre San Luis service area, the proposed San Luis Dam 
and the proposed main delivery canal are geographically in a strategic 
location. They form, so to speak, the neck of the bottle through 
which a vast amount of water out of the Sacramento-San Joaquin 
Delta area must be delivered in the future to a vast additional area 
of the San Joaquin Valley and other portions of central and southern 
California in addition to the 500,000 acres. Thus the design of this 
neck of the bottle and its future operational policies become of ex- 
ceptional importance. 

If the Federal Government is to have a San Luis project, it is there- 
fore an unavoidable necessity that there be a contract covering the 
construction and operation of those facilities which must be jointly 
used to serve not only the 500,000 acres but also the several millions 
of acres which must be served by the State of California. 

Because of the preponderant interest of the State and the fact that 
the area it must serve lies beyond the San Luis service area through 
which water must be conveyed and in the interim stored, our board 
of directors believes that each facility of the San Luis Dam, Reservoir, 
and Canal, as soon as constructed, should be operated and maintained 
by the State of California and not by the Secretary of the Interior. 

Senator ANpERSON (reading) : 

As soon as constructed, should be operated * * *. 


Suppose the Department of the Interior put up most of the money 
for the construction. Do you still think it should not have anything 
to say about the operation / 

Mr. Burter. I didn’t say, Mr. Chairman, that they shouldn’t have 
anything to say about the operation. 

I recognize that a contract-plus provides for operation, you might 
say, down to the last detail if you are going to have a successful 
partnership. 

Senator Anperson. Maybe I did not quite understand what this 
statement says. 

It says that— 

* * * our board of directors believes that each facility of the San Luis Dam, 


Reservoir, and Canal, as soon as constructed, should be operated and maintained 
by the State of California and not by the Secretary of the Interior. 
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Mr. Burirr. I think our concept would be this, Mr. Chairman: 
We will say that if this was ready for service long ahead of, we will 
say, Kern County or anybody else, that we wouldn't have any par- 
ticular objection to governmental operation. But as soon as the State 
begins to service land on the other side, we think it should be then a 
State operation. 

Senator Anperson. I read it “as soon as constructed.” I do not 
see any future tense in there. 

Mr. Burter. I appreciate that it says that, Mr. Chairman. 

The thing that was contemplated when this was written, I think, 
was the fact of getting the whole thing into operation, and we didn’t 
go ino the study of which might be completed first and ready for 
service first and all that sort of thing. 

Senator Anperson. Does the bill as written contemplate the con- 
struction of a reservoir of larger than a million acre-feet storage ? 

Senator Kucue.. Subsequent to such an agreement. 

Senator Anperson. That is another thing. 

Mr. Burier. I have a comment to make on that later in this state- 
ment, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Anprrson. All right. 

It just seems to me that if you built yourself a house you are not 
going to let your neighbor run it. You would run it. If the Gov- 
ernment ahead and builds a dam, canal, and reservoir, various 
other facilities, it is certainly not going to turn it over to the State 
of California to manage. 

Mr, Butter. California is not a single house. It is an apartment 
house, if I may beg to follow your analogy. 

Senator Anprerson. If I put the money in an apartment house I 
still have something to say about it or I do not put in the money. 
I will tell you that. 

Mr. Burtuzr. There is no desire on our part to prevent the Govern- 
ment from having anything to say about it. As you remember here, 
I said there must be a contract. 

Senator Anperson. I am trying to find out what you mean by your 
language. Iam not trying to quarrel with you. 

Mr. 0 Rtas Looking to the future, the preponderant interest 
of the State should require that all interest and control of the United 
States in any facilities of the San Luis Dam, Reservoir, and Canal 
should cease and title to all such works should be conveyed to the 
State upon repayment of the reimbursable costs to the United States. 

Senator Anperson. Do you feel that this project should be treated 
differently from every irrigation project in the United States just 
because it is in California ? 

Mr. Butter. Mr. Chairman, this idea that you put forth yesterday 
about the Government being entitled to, in a sense, get some return 
on these projects after they are theoretically paid out is something I 
don’t think that our board has ever contemplated. We went into this 
from the point of view of saying, well, after the thing is paid off, 
naturally a single operation would be less cumbersome than a joint 
operation. ; 

That was the way we looked at it. 

Senator Anperson. Let me get back to another question. 

You are familiar with the conn Dam ? 
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Mr. Burier. Yes. 

Senator Anperson. It will be paid off some day. When it is paid 
off should we take it and get some Solomon to slice it up and say, 
“This much belongs to Arizona, this much belongs to Nevada, and 
California owns this little piece over here,” or will it still belong to 
the Federal Government ? 

Mr. Butter. Could I comment on that ? 

Senator ANperson. Yes, indeed. 

Mr. Butier. You know we are one of the contractors on the dam. 
In other words, our district signed the contract to pay off the 36 per- 
cent of the cost of those works through our power charges. The 
Government has made a lot of money off of us. 

Senator ANDERSON. So have you, have you not / 

Mr. Burier. Yes. 

Senator AnDerson. You have not been financially damaged. 

Mr. Butier. No, but the Government made a profit of $12 million 
on the handling of our bond issue. The cost of the Hoover Dam is 
being paid with interest, and in 1987 all that we have is the right 
to a renewal of the contract. Presumably at that time the power rate 
will be raised up to the market rate. That is the thing that we face 
on the Hoover Dam. 

So the Government is not going to lose any money on the Metro- 
politan Water District. They are going to make a very nice profit. 

Senator ANperson. I do not thing there is anything wrong with 
the Government making a profit. 

Mr. Butter. I don’t either. 

Senator Anperson. I sold some cotton one time as Secretary of 
Agriculture and made $200 million for the Government. Everybody 
raised Cain. It was the wrong thing to do, they said. You are sup- 
posed to lose money in the Department of Agriculture. 

I go along with the Government making a dollar once in a while. 

Mr. Butier. As a citizen, I am very much in favor of that, and it 
is one of the reasons I am a little bit concerned. 

Senator ANpEerson. I am more concerned as a taxpayer. The citi- 
zen part does not worry me half as much as the tax system. 

Let me go to the Parker and Davis Dams, which are in the imme- 
diate vicinity of the State of California. 

Mr. Butter. The Government made money off of us on Parker, 
too. 

Senator ANperson. You say you do not object. When they are 
paid off do you think Parker Dam should go to the State in which 
it might be located ? 

Mr. Buruer. One end of it is in California, and the other end is 
in Arizona, and, with the ‘ime state of relations, I don’t know how 
that would work very good. 

Senator AnpEersoN. Would not that joint operation be wonderful 
with Arizona with both hands around California’s throat, and Cali- 
fornia with both hands around Arizona’s throat? 

Senator Kucuet. It is a very ugly picture that you paint. 

Senator ANnperson. I do that only at the command of the silent 
voices that are not down here, Mr. Goldwater and others. 

Mr. Burier. I would like to point out, Mr. Chairman, that on the 
Parker deal we paid the entire cost of the dam. The result is the 
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Government, in owning half of the power rights on the dam, gets those 
rights completely free. 

Senator Anperson. You did not mind doing that on the Parker 
Dam. You did not mind it on the Hoover Dam, but you do object to 
it on this particular project ? 

Mr. Butter. I didn’t say that I objected to it. 

Senator Anperson. Let me see if 1 can understand your language 
again. That is all I am trying to do. 

Looking to the future, the preponderant interest of the State should require that 
all interest and control— 


All control; not just a little bit of agreement— 


all interest and control of the United States in any facilities of the San Luis Dam, 
reservoir and canal should cease and title to all such works should be conveyed 
to the State upon repayment of the reimbursable costs to the United States. 


That is as plain as language can be; is it not ? 

Mr. Butter. Remember, Mr. Chairman, I was trying to be honest 
with you a while ago when I said I don’t think our board ever con- 
sidered the point that you made yesterday, that the Government was 
entitled to recover after the end of the normal repayment period. We 
were only looking at it from the point of view of facilitating this 
operation and making it work smoothly, you see, because a joint 
operation at best has some cumbersome elements in it, and that is the 
only thing we considered. 

will agree with you that maybe we should consider the other point, 
but it hasn’t been done up to now. I will be perfectly frank about it. 

Senator Anperson. [I listened to a man tell one time about what hap- 
»ened to his family when Henry Ford wanted the stock back that he 
had given to his attorney. The fellow could have had $35,000 when 
he got the stock, but, instead of that, he got $5 million when Mr. Ford 
wanted it back. 

That is the reward of the entrepreneur. That is venture capital that 
goes out. 

Mr. Butter. Yes. 

Senator Anperson. Now you want the Government to put venture 
capital in this deal and just get it back dollar for dollar. 

wish you would consider it, because you put something in here that 
is going to make it very difficult to pass the bil. 

If Senator Kuchel and Senator Knowland, as authors of the bill, 
would put into the bill language that said that, upon the repayment 
of the reimbursable cost of the United States, that all control of the 
facilities and title to that should be conveyed to the State, you would 
not pass this bill on the Consent Calendar. I will tell you that. There 
would be days and days and days of debate, because that raises a most 
serious question in which we all have decided views. 

I think the day may come when we are going to want to talk about 
what happens to these projects when they are paid off. When that 
comes it is going to be the result of weeks of study by congressional 
committees, and I think a long debate on the floor of the Congress. 

I do not want to improperly state their motives, but there are many 
States that do not particularly like the development of irrigation in 
the Rocky Mountain area and the west coast, and so forth, and I can 
understand that, because they contribute a great deal of tax money 
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and they think they are just putting these lands in competition with 
their farmers, and so forth. It isa tough problem. 

I can tell you that the upper Colorado storage project was not the 
easiest bill I was ever associated with, and if you ever undertook to pass 
a bill on the floor of the Congress related to reclamation, to suddenly 
change this whole theory and say that the Federal Government, having 
put up the money, is not entitled to the ordinary return the entrepre- 
neur would get in a business enterprise, that is a tough argument, and 
we just want to know what things are essential. 

Mr. Butter. Mr. Chairman, let me say this: I think that were we 
able to agree on every other point, this wouldn’t be such a serious 
subject. 

Senator Anperson. That is progress. I thank you. 

Mr. Butver. Our experience in the construction and operation of a 
huge aqueduct and the obvious difficulties that would arise in a joint 
project in the event of inadequate storage facilities have led our board 
to conclude that the San Luis Dam and Reservoir should be constructed 
initially to their full ultimate capacity of 2,100,000 acre-feet, and the 
cost of construction should be equitably prorated between the Federal 
Government and the State. This would result in obvious savings in 
costs that would otherwise be duplicated. 

Senator Anperson. I agree with you in that statement very thor- 
oughly because I understood the costs would not be at all proportionate 
to what it would be for a smaller reservoir and smaller dam. 

Mr. Butier. Yes. 

There is another thing, Mr. Chairman. We built pumps and we 
let the contracts for pumps in 1935 on our aqueduct, and then we 
let some in 1952, the same exactly, duplicate pumps, and the cost was 
314 times as much in 1952 as in 1935. ; 

The management of this storage should be on an equitable and 
reasonable basis consistent with the needs of both parties without any 
arbitrary preference or priorities written into the enabling legislation 
or the contract. 

This legislation should neither provide for nor imply any prefer- 
ences in the right to receive water, and equitable rights to water with 
due security to all parties should be properly provided under State 
law as it now exists or may hereafter be determined by the legislature 
and the people of the State of California. 

So that there be no future involvement or misunderstanding on the 
question, we believe that when a satisfactory San Luis bill is written 
it should specifically provide that United States reclamation laws 
shall apply only to the 500,000 acres which are to receive the benefits 
of these laws, and it shall be clearly stated that these laws do not 
apply to any acreage in addition thereto to be served by the State 
of California. We are informed that language to do just this has 
the approval of the Bureau of Reclamation. 

Senator Anperson. Do you have that language? 

Senator Kucuet. I think that one of the Banks amendments takes 
care of that. 

Mr. Butter. That is my understanding. 

Senator Anperson. I do not think that is an unreasonable request. 

Senator Kucuen. I doubt that anyone in this discussion would 
disagree. 


23863—58——11 
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Mr. Burtier. There was a lot of discussion about that, and then, 
following this report that the Bureau was agreeable to that language, 
everybody.seems to be satisfied. 

Senator Kucuxzn. I do want to develop, after you conclude your 
statement, one possible exception to that, brought forward by the Con- 
gressman from the same area, but we can go to that later. 

Mr. Burter. Yes. Our board is in accord with the basic principles 
underlying the so-called Kern County concept. We believe that they 
could properly form the basis for negotiations to draft a bill in ade- 
quate and satisfactory language. 

Senator Anperson. That is pretty far from S. 1887. 

Mr. Butter. I understand that. You remember at the beginning 
I said special accord. 

Senator Anvrrson. I do. 

Mr. Butier. It cannot be emphasized too strongly that the impera- 
tive and essential element is that there must be a contract covering 
the facilities jointly required by the United States and the State of 
California. ‘This contract should be mutual in a true sense, a contract 
negotiated by the responsible parties involved sitting across the table 
in good will on a basis as equals, each equally free to seek provisions 
to properly protect those he represents. Only in this way, we believe, 
can the best interests of all parties concerned be served. 

Senator Anperson. How would it be if we tried to follow the rule 
we followed in the interstate compact on water 

The Congress authorizes the States to enter negotiations, and the 
States appoint commissioners, and they sit down and negotiate and 
then submit the contract back to the United States. Is that as far 
as you think we can go in this legislation ? 

Mr. Butter. I am glad you asked that question because here is a 
bill that would do just that. You know when the kid said he would 
like to have his druthers. If we had our druthers we would like to 
have this bill. Mr. Hosmer called me this morning and asked me to 
call the attention of your committee to his bill. 

Senator Anperson. I suggest that H. R. 2452 be made a part of 
the record at this point. 

(H. R. 2452 follows :) 


[H. R. 2452, 85th Cong., 1st sess.] 


A BILL To provide for Federal cooperation with the State of California in the construc- 
tion of the San Luis unit of the Feather River Pronect, to authorize the Secretary of the 
Interior to negotiate an agreeement therefor, and for other purposes 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United 
States of America in Congress assembled, That, in order to encourage non- 
Federal initiative and assumption of responsibility for construction, operation, 
and maintenance of the San Luis unit as an integral part of the Feather River 
project of the State of California (hereinafter referred to as the “State’’), the 
Secretary of the Interior (hereinafter referred to as the “Secretary”) is au- 
thorizd and directed to conduct joint studies with the State, to establish specific 
details of and to negotiate an agreement with the State to carry out the objec- 
tives of this Act, and to report the negotiated agreement to the Congress on or 
before July 1, 1957. Upon approval of such agreement by the Congress, the 
Secretary is authorized to execute it on behalf of the United States and there- 
after to carry out the obligations of the United States thereunder as expedi- 
tiously as possible. The principal purposes of the San Luis unit shall be that 
of furnishing water for irrigation of a gross area of approximately four hun- 
dred and ninety-six thousand acres of land in Merced, Fresno, and Kings 
Counties, California, but not in excess of four hundred and forty thousand acres 
thereof in any one year, and that of furnishing water storage facilities for the 
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State’s Feather River project, and as incidents thereto furnishing water for 
municipal and domestic use and providing recreational, flood control, fish and 
wildlife benefits. 

Sec. 2. The agreement negotiated between the United States and the State 
shall provide, among other things, that— 

(a) the San Luis unit shall be designed, constructed, and operated, in 
accordance with the provisions of this Act, as an integral part of the State’s 
Feather River project ; 

(b) the principal engineering features of said unit shall be a dam and 
reservoir at or near the San Luis site designed for an ultimate capacity of 
approximately two million one hundred thousand acre-feet, a forebay and 
afterbay, a canal leading south from the reservoir with a capacity of ap- 
proximately nine thousand cubic feet per second, and such other project 
works and features, including minimum basic recreational features, as may 
be agreed upon. Construction of said dam and reservoir with an initial 
capacity of approximately one million acre-feet may be agreed upon; 

(c) the project works and features agreed upon to be constructed shall 
generally conform to the report of the Department of the Interior entitled 
“San Luis unit, Central Valley project, California”, dated August 4, 1955, 
modified as required for integration and coordinated operation with other 
features of the State’s Feather River project as generally outlined in the 
“Views and Recommendations of the State of California on Proposed Report 
of the Department of Interior on San Luis Project, Central Valley Project, 
California” dated March 1956, or as may otherwise be agreed upon by the 
Secretary and the State; 

(d) the State shall acquire and pay for all lands, easements, and rights- 
of-way for the San Luis unit as expeditiously as possible and shall, if 
construction is undertaken by the United States, as provided in paragraph 
(i) of this section, make the same available to the United States for that 
purpose and save the United States harmless from any and all claims 
arising out of its use and occupancy thereof ; 

(e) the State shall have the use of Central Valley project power facilities 
to the extent to which those facilities would have been associated with the 
San Luis unit if it were constructed and operated by the Federal Govern- 
ment as a unit of the Central Valley project; shall repay the cost thereof on 
an interest-free basis in forty equal annual installments, or sooner at the 
State’s option; and shall be entitled to purchase available Central Valley 
project electrical energy, as a preference customer, for Feather River project 
pumping requirements related to the San Luis unit at a reasonable pump- 
ing rate; 

(f) that the State shall guarantee to deliver water to the same service 
areas, in the same quantities, for the same periods, and at the same prices 
as proposed in the Department of Interior report referred to in subsection 
(ec) of this section. The contracts between the State and local agencies to 
carry out this undertaking shall comply substantially with the Federal 
reclamation laws so long as any part of the construction cost of the project 
remains unpaid. All amounts of water made available by the project in 
excess of those needed to serve the afodesaid requirements may be disposed 
of by the State in accordance with State laws and without reference to the 
Federal reclamation laws. The Secretary may enter into contracts with 
local agencies within the service area of the project for the financing or 
construction and repayment of local irrigation distrbution systems in ac 
cordance with the Federal reclamation laws; 

(g) such services of the Bureau of Reclamation and other Federal agen- 
cies in the planning, designing, engineering, and construction of the unit as 
the State may desire and as are consistent with the carrying out of other 
duties of those agencies shall be provided at cost ; 

(h) loans and grants by the United States shall, upon request, be made 
to the State by the Secretary from funds appropriated by the Congress and 
available for carrying out the purposes of this Act. Said loans and grants 
shall not exceed in the aggregate $230,000,006, and may be made before, as, 
or after the State has incurred or paid its construction costs by interim or 
other financing, as a credit against same. The Secretary shall estimate the 
cost of the San Luis unit if constructed and operated by the Federal Govern- 
ment as a unit of the Central Valley project and shall allocate said costs 
among the functions of the unit in accordance with said Federal reclamation 
laws. The State shall receive as a grant an amount equal to those estimated 
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costs which the Secretary allocates to nonreimbursable functions. The State 
shall receive as an interest-free loan an amount equal to those estimated 
costs which the Secretary allocates to irrigation. The State, at its option, 
may receive as an interest-bearing loan an amount or amounts not exceeding 
those costs, if any, which the Secretary allocates to domestic, municipal, and 
industrial water supply and to commercial power, the interest rate to be 
equal to that which the United States is paying on its long-term loans out- 
standing on the date of this Act as certified by the Secretary of the Treasury. 
The State shall repay said loans in forty equal annual installments, or sooner 
at its option. Such repayment shall commence not later than the year 
following that in which operation of the unit commences ; 

(i) should the State fail to commence construction of the San Luis unit 
expeditiously, unless such failure be attributable to action or nonaction by 
the United States, or if by joint resolution the State’s legislature so requests, 
the Secretary shall construct the San Luis unit as a part of the State’s 
Feather River project to be operated and maintained by the State, both prior 
to (insofar as such operation is compatible with construction activities) 
and subsequent to completion as an integral part of the State’s Feather 
River project, the State shall repay to the United States in forty equal 
annual installments, or sooner at the State’s option, the reimbursable costs 
of constructing the unit which are incurred by the United States, including 
any increased costs incurred because of the modifications specified in sub- 
section (c) of this section, such repayment to commence not later than in 
the year following that in which the operation of the unit commences. Allo- 
cations of costs shall be made in the manner specified in subsection (h) 
of this section. Costs allocated to irrigation shall be repaid without interest 
and costs allocated to flood control shall be nonreimbursable. Upon comple- 
tion of such repayment, the Secretary is directed under authority of this 
Act to convey title to all unit works to the State ; 

(j) the United States and the State, either upon petition of the other, 
shall submit themselves to the jurisdiction of the District Court of the 
United States, Southern District, Northern Division of California, for the 
determination of any controversy between the State and the United States 
arising out of said negotiated agreement in the manner provided by law for 
declaratory judgments, and the provisions of any such judgment or judg- 
ments shall be binding upon the State and the United States; and 

(k) all obligations of the United States under the contract shall be con- 
tingent upon the making of appropriations therefor. 

Sec. 3. The Secretary is authorized to enter into such modifications, amend- 
ments, and supplements to the negotiated agreement as from time to time are 
necessary or desirable to carry out and implement the intent of this Act. 

Sec. 4. The District Court of the United States, Southern District, Northern 
Division of California, shall have jurisdiction to hear and determine in the man- 
ner of declaratory judgments any justiciable controversy between the United 
States and the State arising out of said negotiated agreement, and shall conduct 
its hearings and render its judgments thereunto pertaining with all deliberate 
speed. , 

Sec. 5. There is hereby authorized to be appropriated for the purposes of this 
Act the sum of $230,000,000, plus such additional amount, if any, in the event of 
the construction of the San Luis unit by the Secretary, as may be required by 
reason of changes in costs of construction of the types involved in the San Luis 
unit as shown by engineering indexes or by reason of modifications in the plan 
set forth in the Department’s report thereon which are made in order to carry 
out this Act. 


Senator Anperson. I do think that that is a point. The contract 
is so important that maybe we ought to just say to California “You 
sit down and try to negotiate with the Department of the Interior, 
and if you bring up a contract that is a good one and we get the State 
of California to agree to build this big drain that we are talking about 
today.” 

Mr. Butter. Mr. Chairman, we have tried for the last 214 years to 
argue with Mr. Banks that he should do just that; in other words, that 
he shouldn’t wait for legislation, that he should go ahead and work 
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these things out with the Department of the Interior pending action 
on legislation. 

Senator Anverson. I do not know if the Department of the Interior 
is authorized to act in this field. I think it might be authorized pretty 
quickly to act. There certainly could be no objection to the Depart- 
ment exploring this with the State of California. 

Mr. Burirer. To my knowledge, they have done a lot of talking 
together already. 

Senator Anperson. I thought so. 

Senator Kucuer. Actually, prior to this bill being introduced, the 
preparation of it took place in the Bureau of Reclamation, in which 
the State water department participated fully in drafting its 
provisions. 

Mr. Butter. To which we made immediate objection to the water 
department. 

Senator Kucuen.. Meanwhile, the amendments which were offered 
yesterday, I am sure, had at least general approval of the Bureau 
of Reclamation in an attempt to dispose of the objections that had 
been made against the original proposal. 

Mr. Butter. By and large, I think the amendments would have 
our approval, The thing is that they don’t go quite far enough in 
our opinion in some respects. 

Senator Anprerson. All right. In other words, you do not object 
to preliminary attempts to get together on a contract and take a 
look at it. 

Mr. Burier. Not only do we not object, but we have been advo- 

cating it for 21% years. 

Senator Anperson. Thank you. 

Mr. Butier. However, in the unfortunate—and I want to empha- 
size the word unfortunate—event that negotiation of a contract proves 
impossible, our board believes that the Federal Government in this 
legislation should not be authorized to proceed independently to con- 
struct and operate the San Luis project without the express approval 
of the California State Legislature. 

Let me parenthetically “point out, Mr. Chairman, a great deal of 
stress was made here yesterday about the approval of the Governor 
on this legislation. May 1 point out there was State enabling legis- 
lation submitted at the 1957 session of the legislature, and it did not 
pass the legislature because of certain provisions which we and others 
objected to. If those provisions had been removed, it possibly could 
have passed. 

In that sense, as far as the legislature is concerned, it did not have 
the approval of the legislature. 

Senator Anperson. I just called attention to this news story which 
indicates there is still some trouble with this inside the legislature of 
California. 

Mr. Butter. Unfortunately that is true. 

Merely providing for a date after which the Secretary of the In- 
terior onal be free to act without a contract is completely unaccept- 
able to our board of directors. 

Senator Anprerson. I would assume that, if we were not able to 
amend the bill to take out that provision, that by a certain date the 
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Secretary of the Interior can go ahead, you would be opposed to the 
passage of the bill? 

Mr. Butter. That is right, definitely. 

We sincerely regret the necessity of appearing before this commit- 
tee without a full agreement having as yet been varrived at among all 
interested parties. We gladly joined at the time the House of Repre- 
sentatives subcommittee had hearing in January in a series of nego- 
tiation meetings. Thereafter these negotiations have been continued 
within the State of California at a series of meetings at which our 
district was always represented and participating. 

We think that there should be a continuous effort to resolve the 
differences that remain outstanding. And we stand ready to con- 
tribute the time and effort that may be necessary in continued 
negotiations. 

We certainly share with California’s United States Senators Wil- 
liam F. Knowland and Thomas H. Kuchel their increasing concern 
over the “apparent stalemate in California caused by sincere differ- 
ences of opinion within the State as to how our water resources should 
be developed.” ‘These issues transcend any consideration of political 

artisanship and any narrow sectionalism within the State. These 
differences of opinion must be resolved in the interests of all of Califor- 
nia and all of its people or all will be the loser and that loss can prove 
increasingly serious as time passes with present water inadequacies 
becoming more intense and spreading to ever greater areas. 

Senator Anperson. Thank you, Mr. Butler, for a very good state- 
ment. 

Senator Kuchel. 

Senator Kucnet. I would like to see, first, Mr. Butler, how far 
the statement which you have made can be considered to be in com- 
plete agreement with the bill which Senator Knowland and I have 
introduced, subject to at least most of the amendments which were 
offered here yesterday by Mr. Banks. 

First of all, I take it that the metropolitan water district does agree 
to the theory of an integrated plan. 

Mr. Butter. Definitely. 

Senator Kucuen. By which the Federal Government would have 
sufficient capacity for meeting the needs of an enlarged Central Valley 
service area, described roughly as 500,000 acres, and by which the 
State would have sufficient storage capacity, estimated at 1,100,000 
acre-feet, for eventual transmission to all of southern California. 

Mr. Burirr. Yes. 

Senator Kucner. I want to emphasize, Mr. Chairman, that that 
represents great strides so far as this legislation is concerned. 

Mr. Butter. Could I point out one thing in addition to that, Sena- 
tor? 

Senator Kucuen. Yes. 

Mr. Butter. We feel that the two parties should be on a level basis 
insofar as the priority of storage is concerned. We recognize that in 
this operating contract it would be highly desirable, for example, that 
where one side did not need some storage and the other side could put 
it to good use, the contract should be sufficiently flexible to allow 
for that, and backward one way or another. In other words, let’s 
make a true partnership out of it, not just a one-sided proposition. 

Senator AnNpErson. Wait just a minute. 
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Are you saying by that that, having built a reservoir of 2,100,000 
acre-feet, 1 million of which has been paid for by the Federal Govern- 
ment, say, and 1,100,000 by the State of California, that the State of 
California shall then manage it if it wants to, and, if it wants to, put 
1,600,000 acre-feet of its own water in there and only 500,000 feet of 
the other ? 

Mr. Burier. That is not what I said. 

Senator Anprrson. You said this flexibility will go back and forth. 

Mr. Butter. I think I said “flexibility under the contract.” In order 
words, I think the contract should provide, and, in fact, I think there 
should be even probably the provision for payment of money when it 
was agreeable so that one party would use part of the other party’s 
storage. 

Senator Kucnet. When both parties happen to agree that the 
exigencies of water needs might benefit one party by a temporary use 
of the other party’s capacity. 

Mr. Burier. Yes. That in no way impairs the rights of the Gov- 
ernment, on the one hand, to have a million acre-feet of storage, or 
the right of the State, on the other hand, to have 1,100,000. In other 
words, the contract would have to provide that this can only be done 
with the consent of the other party, naturally. Otherwise it would 
not be workable. 

Senator Anprerson. But you want the State of California to have 
control of it. 

Mr. Butter. We said “management.” 

Senator Anperson. Do not the ordinary managers control ? 

Mr. Butter. There necessarily has to be management under a con- 
tract, Mr. Chairman. It isnot my purpose to try to interfere with the 
security of the Government’s project in any way. 

Senator Anperson. All I am trying to develop is: If this shift in 
storage would take place, it would have to be mutually agreeable. 

Mr. Butter. That is correct, absolutely. 

Senator Kucuen. So all parties agree that the theory of an inte- 
grated dam is a good one, and we should support it. Is that not true? 

Mr. Butter. That is right. 

Senator Kucuen. Yesterday, with respect to the operation of the 
integrated program, Secretary Aandahl said: 

I think, if the State built the dam and created the reservoir, the operation would 
be vested in the State right from the beginning, but we would want assurances 
that the amount of water needed for distribution in the San Luis irrigation proj- 
ect, which I presume you imply would be built by the Bureau of Reclamation, 
would be available as needed for that purpose. 

Subject to my being corrected by the record, I think the Department 
of the Interior indicated yesterday that there would be no disposition 
by the Bureau of Reclamation to dispute the actual operation of the 
dam pursuant to agreement by the State. I think that was what. he 
said yesterday. 

Mr. Butter. That was my understanding of what he said, too. 

Senator Kucuen. And, if your understanding and my understand- 
ing are correct, then we have reached agreement on the second point; 
to wit, that the operation problem ceases to be a problem. So far as 
coverage is concerned, I think all parties—the State government, the 
Metropolitan Water District, and certainly the authors of the bill— 
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envisage an enlarged Central Valley service area whose needs would 
be supplied by the portion of the dam allocated to the Federal Govern- 
ment. 

I did think that some considerable merit was present in what Dean 
Sullivan of Santa Clara University had to say yesterday, and, since I 
do have a responsibility of speaking for all parts of the State, I would 
hope that the question of the Santa Clara Valley, San Benito, Santa 
Cruz, and Monterey areas ought to receive the careful attention of the 
committee and receive the comments from the State, from the Federal 
Government and from any other interested parties in California. 
That, however, would be my only feeling of a possible exception to 
what otherwise we are in complete agreement on. 

Mr. Butier. We have no opinion on this other extension excepting 
that, Senator Kuchel, we are a little bit worried in this respect: This 
program in California eventually has to come to a vote of the people, 
and the more you take out of this Feather River project and transfer 
to something else the more you tend to create a political problem, and 
that worries us just a little bit. 

Senator Kucue.. Let’s see whether it is possible for us to dispose of 
some of these areas of disagreement. 

First of all, as you and the chairman were discussing a few minutes 
ago, the Metropolitan Water District is desirous that any legislation 
which we adopt here should provide that title to the San Luis works 
should be conveyed to the State upon repayment of the reimbursable 
cost to the United States. 

I asked yesterday, and I asked in good faith, what possible advan- 
tage or disadvantage could accrue to the State or the Federal Govern- 


ment, depending on where title to the works was lodged, assuming 
that in good faith a contract relative to the operation of the — 


project were entered into in accordance with the guidelines of the 
legislation. 

Mr. Butter. So long as you had a proper contract, I don’t think that 
that is too much of a material point. Remember the emphasis that I 
make in my statement, and that is the absolute essentiality of a con- 
tract, a contract that is properly written so you know who is who, 
what’s what, who does what and who doesn’t do what. 

In the part of my statement having to do with the title, as I think 
you heard me tell the chairman, I think we approach that from the 
point of view of that, even at best, this arrangement has some cumber- 
some elements, and, when the thing is paid out, if it could be one 
operation it is a greater facility in handling as one operation. That’s 
all. 

Senator Kucuex. That is frank and that is helpful because I think, 
to say the least, that if it does not eliminate the problem surrounding 
the title question, at least it does considerably minimize it. 

First: of all, the storage, which would be utilized by the State to 
assist the people of southern California and the lower San Joaquin 
Valley, would be in perpetuity. As long as this project were to remain 
standing and usable, the State would continue utilizing it to the extent 
that prior agreement had permitted it to. By the same token, the 
Central Valley’s project would have an allocation in perpetuity. 

With respect to the Kern County plan, I will put it this way: As 
I have read and as I have tried to study what the people in the Kern 
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County Farm Bureau have recommended, they recommend that title 
to the works be in the State, that the State proceed with the con- 
struction, and thereafter that the State operate it pursuant to a con- 
tract by which it would enter into an agreement with the Federal 
Government. 

A contract is a contract, so that we are going to have two parties 
to the contract regardless of how you develop it. I do not think we 
need to have a disagreement on that. 

We have discussed title, and that leaves the question of whether or 
not the State should proceed to construct San Luis or whether the 
Federal Government should. Here we have the representative of the 
State government, both the Governor and the director of water re- 
sources, urging that the dam be constructed in accordance with the 
Federal legislation that is before us. 

Yesterday I listened to the supervisor from Kern County very 
earnestly suggest that, in his judgment, the merit of the State con- 
struction theory was that it would proceed with more rapidity, and, 
yet, the official representatives of the State government took the other 
tack and stated that they preferred what they had previously rec- 
ommended. 

If, however, that were the only remaining problem before this 
committee—and I think it is getting down to that, Mr. Butler—I 
sincerely believe it is—then I would say to you that my own inde- 
pendent judgment in trying to resolve this problem as best I can 
to the interest of all my State would be to tell you that I believe the 
bill as amended by the adoption of most of the recommendations made 
here yesterday by Mr. Banks would be the best means of proceeding, 
and I can discuss later the recommended amendments that I would 
not include. 

I want to listen to Mr. Peterson after you conclude, but you and 
I have been able to agree here in fundamental principle to most 
of the problems that have been raised. Is that not a fair statement? 

Mr. Burier. Yes, I think so; on San Luis I like the Kern County 
plan simply because, from our point of view, we think it simplifies 
the situation. 

Senator Anperson. If you felt that the Kern County plan, in re- 
quiring the State to do the construction, did not simplify but delayed 
it, would that cause you to take another look at it? 

Mr. Burier. Mr. Chairman, when you are talking about delay, I 
am concerned about delay on both sides of this picture. 

Senator Anperson. Do you think that if the States had tried to 
build the Hoover Dam they would have done it more quickly than the 
Federal Government did ? 

Mr. Butter. No, but for the reason that it was an interstate 
»roject. 

Saamahee Anperson. Do you think the State would have built the 
Friant Dam more quickly than the Federal Government did? 

Mr. Butier. Had they been able to finance it, they might. They 
weren’t able to finance it at the time. 

Senator Anperson. There may be some trouble raising the State 
finances. The money market gets easy and the money market gets 
tough and you do not know whether the State is going to have any 
trouble in financing it. 


23863—58 12 
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Mr. Burier. Mr. Chairman, if we are not able to finance something 
here, the State of California is going to be in one awful shape. You 
have heard the statement on overdrafts. We have overdrafts in 
southern California, too, and were we meeting all of our drafts—in 
other words, replenishing it to take care of all that—we wouldn’t have 
much right left on the Colorado River even if Arizona is completely 
wrong. 

Senator Anverson. Who is awarding the contracts on the St. 
Lawrence ¢ 

Mr. Burter. That I don’t know. I am not familiar with that 
project. 

Senator Anperson. Is the State of New York doing it? 

Mr. Butter. That is an international project, is it not ? 

Senator Anprerson. A great many of the contracts on this side of 
the border are made out in this country. I do not know. 

Mr. Butter. Asa whole it is an international project. 

Senator Anperson. I think you have a hard time making a case 
that even on larger irrigation dams costing in the neighborhood of 
$100 million that the State of California has the ability, more experi- 
ence and the ability to expedite it as against the United States Gov- 
ernment. You are going to have to make that case before the Senate 
and it willbeatoughone. I will tell you that. 

Mr. Butier. Mr. Chairman, I was very careful not to advocate con- 
struction on the basis of the question of experience or ability or any- 
thing of that kind. As you remember, in answering Senator Kuchel, 
I said we favor it merely because the mechanics of this thing seem 
to work out better. 

We have 36 members on our board, and, from the purely construc- 
tion angle, I know that some of them would favor the Bureau of 
Reclamation constructing it. But I am just talking about pure con- 
struction without any consideration of the other elements involved in 
this partnership problem. 

Senator Anperson. I recognize that, but when you say you are 

oing to take it out of the hands of the Federal Government and put 
it in the State you say you are going to do it to expedite it. But the 
people who sit on the floor of the Senate with this bill, who have to 
stop and say, “Well, why? We don’t understand why. Has the 
State had more experience? Therefore it can expedite it? Has the 
State handled contracts running over $100 million?” And you have 
to admit this combined land and reservoir would run more than $100 
million. 

Mr. Burter. Of course, the biggest problem in expediting was this 
problem you went over and over again yesterday, and that is the 
problem that, no matter how good we draw this contract and how 
perfect a contract it is, there is not anybody that can draw a contract 
that will force the Congress of the United States or the State Legis- 
lature of California to vote appropriations. 

Senator Anperson. That is correct. So what is there to the argu- 
ment about expedition ? 

It is going to have to move along at the pace that the State of 
California and the Federal Government decide, and the only problem 
is can somebody advertise for bids just as well for the Federal Gov- 
ernment as they can for the State. I have a great deal of difficulty 
in following that. 
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Mr. Butter. Of course, a lot of the attitude in southern California 
was conditioned by watching what occurred in the Imperial Valley. 

Senator ANDERSON. What did occur ? 

Mr. Burier. The Imperial Valley, to our understanding, had a 
contract with the Federal Government covering certain operations 
on the All-American Canal, and my recollection is that that contract 
provided that, when it was completed, it was to be turned over to the 
Imperial Irrigation District for operation. My recollection is, if I 
am correct, that it was, in effect, completed and 10 years later the 
district got a chance to operate it. 

Mr. Lineweaver. Under this supervision of the Bureau of Re- 
clamation. 

Mr. Burier. Certainly. 

We just don’t want anything like that to happen in this thing be- 
cause we think it would be very serious. 

Senator ANpERsOoN. Who was damaged by that operation ? 

Mr. Butter. That, of course, is a matter of argument, but the point 
was that apparently the contract was not observed. 

Senator Anperson. Did not the Congress have to make a settlement 
with Mexico in order to make that whole irrigation project. worth- 
while and give away 114 million acre-feet of water to Mexico which 
we would now like to buy back for $300 million ? 

Mr. Burier. You used the term “give away.” 

Senator Anperson. I used it precisely because that is what is in- 
volved. 

You recognize as I recognize that Los Angeles people are involved 
on both sides of the border, down in Mexico as well as in the United 
States. 

Mr. Butter. Our district protested very strongly, but it didn’t do 
any good. 

Senator Anperson. It is a long, involved story, and when you get 
into the Imperial Valley we have the policy of the United States Gov- 
ernment dictated to by American citizens who had financial interests 
across the border. Some of us were not too happy about it at the 
time. 

I do not believe that is a very conclusive case for the whole thing 
because we got involved in a good many arguments other than just 
construction and operation. The All-American Canal was built. Now, 
if you are saying that they did not get control immediately, that is 
another story again. I think control is another question. 

I am just saying to you that you are putting a pretty heavy load 
on the Senators who hope to pass this bill if you are going to say that 
the Federal Government, by experience and every other yardstick 
except the one that you list as being able to expedite the progress, is 
not qualified to build this dam. 

Mr. Butter. I didn’t make any statement that the Government was 
not qualified, Mr. Chairman. I had no intention of making such a 
statement. 

Senator Anperson. If you are going to take it away from the Fed- 
eral Government you might take it away by whim or fancy. 

Mr. Butter. The elements of my statement involved other things. 

If I could be satisfied in my own mind on the day that the operation 
was ready to be operated, so to speak, I would be glad to have the 
Federal Government control it. 
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Senator Anprerson. That is quite a way because the day it is going 
to be operated is a matter of contract. 

Mr. Burier. Remember this: it is difficult in the courts to require 
the Secretary of the Interior to observe a contract if he makes up his 
mind he doesn’t want to. 

Senator Anverson. I[ think that is right, probably. I also think 
that you would not be damaged as greatly by that delay as you would 
be damaged by delay in not passing the bill. 

If there is this overdraft of water that you talk about, maybe we 
had better try to pass the bill and argue some of these other things 
out after the water is being supplied rather than spend years doing it 
while water is still a problem. 

Mr. Burier. Surely, Mr. Chairman, I am trying to be honest with 
you and tell you how we approached this problem and how our reason- 
ing developed. 

Senator Anperson. You are being very honest. I am trying to be 
equally the Devil’s advocate and say to you that there are problems in 
passing the legislation, and I want you to understand what they are. 

I think this requirement that the State construct the dam when the 
Government would be a pretty substantial partner in it is an un- 
reasonable request because I think you get into more trouble than you 
would get good out of it. I really ilies that it will not matter a 


whole lot who does it. They will both advertise for bids. The State 
of California can stand there and watch right over our shoulders while 
we open the bids if they want to do so. There will be no problem 
in my opinion, and I think it might be a problem the other way. Not 
that the State of California would not do a good job, but because you 
are dealing with precedent of long standing and there is not anybody 


who does not come in and say, “Well, make the Federal Government 
do all this.” 

We passed 2 or 3 bills that relate to the State of California on the 
question of irrigation and drainage ditches and allowing the local 
districts to do the construction. We got into it gradually. It was 
at a time when people would not allow that, but it was done, and 
there may come a time when they want to do other things. 

1 just think this is a pretty big hurdle for this bill. I think the 
statement you made a minute ago was a very satisfactory one and 
probably will help us toward a final solution. 

Senator Kucuex. I have known Warren Butler a long time, but 
I have also known him longer by reputation, and I want to say you 
have been very helpful, in the manner in which you presented this 

aper. 
: Mr. Butter. Before you get off of this point, remember that we 
are very much concerned about the negotiations of a contract and 
the provisions of this operation. 

That is the thing that is important to us. Who gets out and wields 
the shovel is not the thing that is so important. 

Senator Kucuet. I have just one more question. One other spe- 
cific point, I think the last one which you raised in your statement, 
was: 

The Federal Government in this legislation should not be authorized to pro- 


ceed independently to construct and operate the San Luis project without the 
express approval of the California State Legislature. 
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Here is my comment on that: I hope you might be able to agree 

with me. First of all, the legislature has authorized the State water 
resources board to proceed with the purchase of the real property 
involved. 

Mr. Butter. That is the State department. 

Senator Kucuex.. The State water department. So that the State 
I assume at the end of this year, or, at any rate, in the immediate 
future, will have obtained title to the real estate on which these series 
of projects will be constructed. 

If, God forbid, the State legislature were ever to pass a resolution 
renouncing a Federal bill along the lines we have introduced, I very 
much doubt, and I think the chairman of the committee will agree 
with me, that the Congress would proceed at all in the face of the 
State legislature’s renunciation of whatever we have done. 

Mr. Butter. That is true. Why not write it in the legislation? 

Senator Kucuen. For several reasons. 

Senator Anperson. I just want to say, Mr. Butler, that is one that 
appeal to me very, very much. We talk a good deal about this be- 
coming a partnership venture. If you want the Congress to pass an 
act saying it is going to do something, as I have indicated, when it 
does I think the State of California ought to go in and pass an act 
saying it is going to do something. 

Mr. Butter. Yes. 

Senator Anperson. Before you brought it up, I was going to ask Mr. 
Lineweaver to make sure that the staff proposed an amendment that I 
could prepare that would follow the suggestion made here and I would 
be happy to argue with my able friend, but I do say to you that if we 
are going to change the sizes of the reservoir from a million acre-feet 
to 2,100,000 acre-feet, in order to accommodate the needs of California, 
and I believe they should be done—I stopped you when you got to that 
section in your statement. 

And I said that I thought it was a good statement—that involves 
some sort of relationship between the two parties and I want to know 
that the lady wants to get married. 

Senator Kucuet. The lady said so. 

Senator Anperson. She did not say so by going out and getting that 
land. She may want to build her own dam and the devil with the 
San Luis project. 

Senator Kucuet. That is not the tenor of the testimony yesterday 
by the representative of the State. 

Senator Anperson. Then why does not the legislature say so? 

I do not mean to start this, but I think I did want to say to Mr. 
Butler, that if a contract proves impossible, and that is the first step— 

you do not have to have approval of the legislature if the contract is 
not Levent ype if reasonable men cannot find any basis upon 
which to agree, which certainly is an unfortunate circumstance, then 
I do not think we ought to try to shove this down the throat of any 
particular group in California. 

Let the legislature come in and approve it. It seems to me that is 
really essential in this thing. 

Mr. Borer. Our thought is that policy is basic. This for the State 
of California should be determined only by legislative action. 
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Senator Anperson. My friend, this is basic to the rest of the 
country, too. I do not know of another project like this, and I think 
this is very fine. I really do. I think it is a good thing and I par- 
ticularly appreciate what Senator Kuchel has done here and yester- 
day in ars to point out that these things can almost be resolved, and 
we are almost together on these things, but I do hope that he does not 
crowd the witness too strongly on this last argument, because we ought 
to start off on the basis that the contract needs to be signed and I think 
if the other language is in here it will help get a contract signed 
rather than hinder it. 

I am sorry for interrupting you. 

fenalie: vce: I can only observe that the whole history of 
Federal participation in reclamation projects has been at the request 
and sometimes the supplication of States. 

I doubt that you will find any project under construction where the 
State government opposed it. 

Senator Anperson. Did the State of Montana come in and fight for 
Hungry Horse? 

Mr. Linewsaver. They supported it. 

Senator ANpverson. That is different. 

Senator Kucuen. There are various shades of supplication, from 
ve. on up to ee 

enator AnpERsON. I do not wish to argue it. I simply say that 
this is a partnership transaction. I never knew a partnership that was 
much good unless you reduced it to writing and said what you were 
going to do. 

He suggested that we reach agreement. If you cannot reach agree- 
ment, if partners cannot find any articles of partnership that they 
will sign, then they better not go ahead. 

A business partnership that you find that you cannot reduce to 
writing you better stay out of it, because you have no basis for a good 
indication of differences that may rise at a later time. 

To my oo it would apply to this sort of thing. If we can- 
not get agreement between the State of California and the Department 
of the Interior, we better lay off this project until we can get agree- 
ment. 

We should not authorize the Secretary to proceed with it even 
though the State of California yet objects. 

Senator Kucuen. Nobody can disagree with that statement. 

Senator ANperson. That is what it comes down to here. 

Senator Kucuen. I do not know that. 

Senator Anperson. He says the Government should not be author- 
ized to proceed independently to construct and operate the San Luis 
project without the express approval of the California State 
Legislature. 

I am not one of these States rights advocates by quite a little bit, 
but that I do agree with. 

Senator Kucuen. Do not get upset on this, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Anprerson. All right, I won't. 

Senator Kucuex. Because the official representative of the State 
government made these recommendations. That is why we are here. 

Senator Anprrson. However, he is not the person—I say this very 

respectfully—authorized to speak for the people of the State of 
California. 








SAN LUIS UNIT—-CENTRAL VALLEY PROJECT 171 


Senator Kucurxt. Who is authorized to speak ? 

Senator Anprerson. The State legislature. We have that problem 
in connection with things that come before the Congress. The Presi- 
dent of the United States handles foreign policy, but every once in a 
while it is desirable that they submit a resolution and Congress passes 
it. That is the way the Government of the United States gets com- 
mitted. 

Mr. Butter. Sometimes the Congress overrides the veto. 

Senator ANpERsOoN. Sometimes the Congress turns down the League 
of Nations. When it did it did not matter how many times Woodrow 
Wilson held up his hand and said, “We will do it”; we did not do it. 

If they do not sign the contract the State of California has the 
absolute right to say, “We did not sign a contract.” 

If it is a partnership deal that is going to cost $400 million we 
better stay out of $400 million deals, and my limited business experi- 
ence tells me to stay out of a $400 million deal if we do not get an 
agreement. 

Senator Kucuet. Does the chairman imply that the director of 
water resources who sat in that chair yesterday would attempt to 
enter into a contract that he was not authorized to do so under State 
law ¢ 

Senator ANpERsoNn. Quite the reverse. I have not suggested that 
at all. 

I suggested that you could sign a contract that is all right, but if 
it is impossible to find any basis for agreement between the Federal 
Government and the State of California, that can be reduced to writ- 
ing, then the Federal Government better not authorize to proceed 
unilaterally, and build this thing without the permission of the State 
of California. 

Senaor Kucuet. I have no further questions. 

Senator Anpverson. I do not wish to be arbitrary about it. 

Senator Kucnen. You are not. 

Senator Anperson. I am very happy to say that I would be happy 
to discuss it at greater length with my good friend from California. 

Senator Kucuext. The same goes for me. What we are trying to 
do essentially is to obtain the maximum Federal assistance to the peo- 
ple of our State in a terrific undertaking, which finally envisages the 
people of the State of California putting up $11 billion, and to that 
extent what constitutionally the Federal Government can do to be of 
assistance we are all for. 

Mr. Butter. Of course, it would take at least a century to do any- 
thing along that line. 

Senator Kucusxt. Then I think we should admonish our brethren 
in the State government to stop talking about $11 billion and maybe 
think in terms of the next 25 or 30 years. 

Senator Anperson. I want to say also, that even that situation 
might change, Mr. Butler, if some of the people who are down in 
atomic energy are correct about the possibility that by use of high 
temperature reactors we are going to be able to change sea water into 
good drinking water at the city of Los Angeles, at a cost far less than 
this could be. 

Mr. Buturr. I hope you are right. I wouldn’t bet on it. 

Senator Anperson. I would not bet 5 cents on it. It will not be 
workable except on large scale. I am only trying to say that we do 
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not know that we are ever going to get to the $11 billion. We do not 
know how much we are going to go, but we are entering a new part- 
nership arrangement. 

The first small project bill came over to this committee. It was 
submitted just as a routine matter. It probably should have been 
approved as a routine matter, but I was chairman of the conferees 
for 14 months on the small projects bill. 

We had the worst battle I have ever been in around here on a bill 
and I wanted to be sure that the first Small Projects Act really was 
examined by this committee as the bill provides. We examined it. 
We recommended some changes in it. 

It went out to the field. The people agreed to it. 

I do not know how important the changes were, but they were im- 
portant from the point of view of asserting the right of the Congress 
to review, which was the thing that we wrote into it. 

Why I have been so interested in this is that here is a place where 
there is a waterhole that two people can use. The State of California 
has probably said that you must not just take this last good site, or a 
last good site, and we all know that the good dam sites are used up 
early and that they become harder and harder to find. 

We know there used to be a whole lot of very easy locations. It is 
pretty hard to find one now. 

Now, we move into this project, if we do move into it, and I hope we 
do, we will say that here is your reservoir. It is going to hold not a 
million acre-feet for the Federal Government, and not a million one 
hundred thousand acre-feet for the State, but 2,100,000 acre-feet for 
both of them. 

The minute you do that you imply I believe a wholly new sort of 
relationship in Federal reclamation projects. 

Senator Kucuex. Political matrimony. 

Senator Anprerson. Yes. When you go into it what should you be 
able todo? First of all, you ought to be able to agree between your- 
selves voluntarily. If you cannot do that I do not think you ought to 
go further with it then. 

Senator Kucuen. Cancel the engagement. 

Senator Anprrson. Yes. 

Mr. Butier. Could I call the committee’s attention to one little 
thing more? 

Our conception, of course, is that water rights should be determined 
by the State. 

Senator Kucuet. There is no question about that. 

Mr. Butter. But there is a peculiar thing that has developed on this 
and we haven’t had the opportunity to study. There are new filings 
which in a sense triple the water to be provided for this project. 

There are the Feather River filings, there is the Westland Water 
District filing, and we understand that now the Bureau has filed 
another proposal, I think around 900,000 acre-feet, to be derived from 
the Trinity to be assigned to this project. 

As I say, while the State water rights board is the body to resolve 
that question, nevertheless, it may be something that concerns the 
committee. 

Senator Kucuet. I think on that point we would all agree that the 
whole gamut of rights to water should be in accordance with State law. 
Mr. Burier. Yes. 
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Senator Kucuen. You agree with that, do you not, Senator? 

Senator Anperson. I am not a witness. 

Mr. Butter. The thing that we would like would be an agreement 
as to how this thing would handle, therefore avoiding any possibilit 
of litigation. That is ideal, and I appreciate that it is, but I thin 
that that would be the nice approach to make on this. 

In other words, the State, through its Feather River project, has 
filed adequately to take care of all of these people and all of us, and, if 
those filings could be used without any question and we are all on an 
even basis, everybody could be satisfied. ; 

Senator Anperson. Thank you, Mr. Butler. 

Senator Kucuen. Thank you, Mr. Butler. 

Senator Anperson. Our next witness is Mr. Peterson. 

Mr. Peterson, will you state your full name and occupation ? 


STATEMENT OF WILLIAM S. PETERSON, GENERAL MANAGER AND 
CHIEF ENGINEER, DEPARTMENT OF WATER AND POWER, AC- 
COMPANIED BY REX B. GOODCELL, JR., ASSISTANT CITY ATTOR- 
NEY, LOS ANGELES, CALIF. 


Mr. Pererson. My name is William S. Peterson. For over 35 years 
I have been employed with the Department of Water and Power of 
the City of Los Angeles. Since October 1, 1955, on the retirement of 
Mr. Samuel B. Morris, I have been in the position of general manager 
and chief engineer. I have with me Mr. Rex Goodcell, of our legal 
division, who is an adviser. I am grateful for the opportunity to 
appear before your committee. 

Since World War II, the State of California has again made a study 
of its water problems. At a cost of approximately $8 million for sur- 
veys and studies, it has developed the previously mentioned California 
water plan, under which all parts of California may ultimately receive 
adequate water supply to accommodate an ultimate population of 
40 million, together with providing for 20 million acres of irrigated 
land, thus making use of 51 million acre-feet. This plan seeks to 
develop its water resources for all uses, including domestic and indus- 
trial, irrigation, flood control, navigation, power, recreation, fish and 
wildlife, and sanitation. 

This plan is a great conception. The plan is so big, the problems so 
numerous and so extensive, and the need for overall coordination so 
important that it cannot be taken care of by any city, group of cities, 
districts, or regions, although each is important in handling the local 
supply on its being made available. 

The projects in this plan cannot be occasional projects, developed as 
a result of the urge of a given area, but the whole program must be 
operated from a utility viewpoint, with the responsibility resting with 
the State for the proper amounts of water being at the proper place 
on time. 

The Feather River project, spreading 600 miles, is the first unit 
of this comprehensive plan, providing benefits of flood control, irri- 
gation, recreation, fish and wildlife, and power in the headwaters area 
and adjacent flood plain; domestic, industrial, and irrigation water 
supply in Alameda, Santa Clara, and San Benito Counties; irriga- 
tion along nearly the entire length of the west side of the San Joaquin 
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Valley, and continuing on to southern California with water mainly 
for domestic and industrial use in 7 counties, but with some small 
areas anticipating irrigation use. 

The estimated cost is over $114 billion, and will serve supplemental 
water for the benefit of over 75 percent of the population of Calli- 
fornia. 

The San Luis Reservoir is a vital key unit on this long aqueduct 
system so necessary to the economy of California. To us, in south- 
ern California, this reservoir is necessary to regulate, that is, equalize, 
the flow so that water can be transmitted the long distance with the 
utmost economy. 

Also, this reservoir must not only serve the San Luis unit in Fresno 
County, with small portions in Kings and Merced Counties, immedi- 
ately, to overcome the difficulties of a deep, receding water table, but 
it must have the added second million acre-feet of capacity to serve 
the equally severe needs of farms in Fresno, Kings, and Kern Coun- 
ties farther south in the same valley, and regulate the remaining 
substantial flow to southern California. 

This is not just a 1 million acre-foot project for a section of the 
valley, but is at least a 4 million acre-foot project heavily dependent 
on the inclusion of the San Luis Reservoir for its successful and eco- 
nomical operation. 

I am pleased to participate with a group of people representing a 
wide cross section of water interests in California who are enthusi- 
astically supporting the principles of the Kern County concept of a 

artnership or join venture between the Federal Government and the 
State of California in connection with the construction, operation, 
and dedication to purpose of certain works to serve water to the San 
Luis unit service area and to California’s Feather River project. 

The principles of this concept have been approved by many water 
interests throughout California, including the Southern California 
Water Coordinating Conference, in which our department of water 
and power is represented and actively participates. 

About 35 water agencies in southern California are also represented. 
This conference is taking an important part in attempting to bring a 
unanimity of opinion on important water matters throughout the 
State. 

Similarly, we participate in the statewide Feather River Project 
Association, which has also approved the principles of the Kern 
County concept. 

The State Feather River project is dependent on storage in the 
San Luis Reservoir. This reservoir is the key to the State project, 
which will serve population and areas many times the size of the 
San Luis service area. 

The bill now before your committee embodies proposals under 
which a partnership between the United States and the State of 
California for water development might be accomplished. The phys- 
ical features of the arrangements by which the water is proposed 
to be conserved, stored, transmitted, and delivered under the two 
plans discussed in this hearing are not essentially different. 

The main differences pertain to ownership, construction, control, 
financing, and responsibilities for operation. 
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It appears to the proponents of the Kern County concept that it 
sets up the ownerships and controls more in line with the respon- 
sibilities to be assumed by the participants in the partnership. 

Senator Anperson. Mr. Peterson, you heard the questions which 
Senator Kuchel directed to other witnesses. Do you feel that these 
differences as to ownership, construction, control, financing, and 
responsibilities for operation are not quite so great as they might 
appear ¢ ; 

Mt r. Pprerson. They are not too great, and I think, if you will 
bear with me, here we partially, if not completely, cover our view 
there. 

Senator Anperson. Thank you. 

Mr. Perrerson. The service to the San Luis area is one contem- 
plated for Federal development as part of the Central Valley project 
and, under the “concept,” can be operated indefinitely as a part of 
the Central Valley project under Federal control. 

I would like to interject here, I am very sorry that Senator Ander- 
son had to leave just as this sentence henenaaed, because the point he 
has been making, about the Government retaining its ownership and 
continuing operation after payment is completed, can be accomplished 
on the San Lele unit by this feature of the Kern County concept, 


because the Government starts with it; they hold their full control ; 
it never needs to leave them, and it becomes, essentially, a Federal 
project. 

Senator Kucuet. I suppose we should wait until Senator Anderson 
returns. 

Mr. Pererson. I can refer back to that again, if you will make the 
question at the opportunity. The Federal Government can make 


the savings that come from joint participation in a dam and reservoir 
and a waterway to the south. 

On the other hand, the dam and reservoir that are such an impor- 
tant part of the much larger State project would be under the owner- 
ship, financing, construction, and operation of the State. Similarly, 
the State would provide the large waterway to the south, also de- 
signed to serve both the requirements of the Federal San Luis unit 
and the still greater requirements for transfer of water to the south- 
ern parts of the State. 

This natural division of control of facilities becomes more evident 
when it is noted that, under S. 1887, in its present form, provisions 
are made whereby, under contract, the State might make repayment 
and assume ownership and control of the Federal San Luis facilities. 
The Kern County concept avoids the necessity for this arrangement 
and keeps the ownership that is essential to the Feather River project 
in the hands of the State, and the ownership essential to the Federal 
San Luis project in the Federal Government. In this, each is appro- 
priately protected by contract rights in the joint-use facilities. 

I might, as long as you are back, Senator, say that, just as you left, 
the most important sentence I had for your benefit came. I will re- 
read it. It 1s in the middle of page 4 of my statement: 

The service to the San Luis area is one contemplated for Federal develop- 
ment as part of the Central Valley project, and under the “concept,” can be 


operated indefinitely as a part of the Central Valley project under Federal con- 
trol. 
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This never has to be taken back. The Federal Government can 
make the savings that come from joint participation in a dam and 
reservoir and a waterway to the south. On the other hand, the dam 
and reservoir that are such an important part of the much larger 
State project would be under the ownership, financing, construction, 
and operation of the State. 

Similarly, the State would provide the large waterway to the south, 
also designed to serve both the requirements of the Federal San Luis 
unit and the still greater requirements for transfer of water to the 
southern parts of the State. ee 

Senator Anperson. Senator Kuchel, you do not find anything in 
there that disturbs you, do you? 

Senator Kucue.. Except this one question. What do you consider 
the importance, Mr. Peterson, of the problem of title? Why is that 
important ? 

Mr. Pererson. That will be covered here. That is my principal 
purpose in the whole paper. 

Senator Kucuet. All right. 

Mr. Pererson. In advocating the Kern County concept, or in ob- 
jecting to the bill, S. 1887, before this committee, even with the ex- 
cellent amendments proposed by Mr. Harvey Banks, our primary 
concern is with the effects of the cutoff date. 

Under the present situation, when the people of California are try- 
ing to set the policy or pattern for an enormous State water-develop- 
ment program, the initial steps toward agreement are necessarily 
slow—I am not certain that the State legislature and the people can 
set the policies, amend the constitution, appropriate the money, or 
approve the necessary bond issue so that the State will be in position 


to pay the State share of the joint project proposed by this bill, or, 
for that matter, even authorize the agreement to be entered into under 
the bill, by the cutoff date of July 1, 1960, presently proposed in the 
amended bill. 

yey I have expressed these doubts, I am hoping and working 


to the end that these points may be settled during the coming year, 
say, in the California legislative session of 1959. Also, although the 
start, I might say, by the State, may be slow, we all believe the progress 
thereafter will . fast because of the urgent needs for water at so 
many points in the State. 

This is the crux of what you were asking, Senator. If the cutoff 
date should come with no agreement, and the Federal Government, 
with full title to the reservoir, becomes free to carry on its own project, 
there would be no provision by which the State could buy its way back 
into the San Luis Reservoir, and a facility most vital to the State 
Feather River project would be lost to the State. 

Senator Kucuen (presiding). May I interrupt you there? I think 
it might be better for just a question or two, although I hate to inter- 
rupt anybody’s prepared statement. 

Mr. Pererson. Yes. 

Senator Kucuen. Is it not true that the title to the property on 
which the works will be built is about to vest in the State government? 

Mr. Pererson. I would suppose so. 

Senator Kucuen. How could the Federal Government proceed in 
the absence of State agreement to build a waterworks? 
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Mr. Prrerson. Since the bill indicates that they would proceed, 
and since the authors of the bill know of the point involved, I have 
only assumed, not with any good knowledge of the legality of it, that 
the Federal Government probably had some superior right of con- 
demnation and might proceed. 

I don’t know that positively. 

Under the Kern County cencept, these rights are preserved to the 
State until it settles its own problems and can go ahead. 

The water resources of the State must be developed. The State 
needs all the Federal assistance in such water development that can 
be obtained. 

The Federal San Luis unit is the assistance that is immediately to 
be contemplated. As large as this Federal project is, $290 million to 
nearly $400 million if distribution is considered, and as important as 
this reservoir site is to such project, the same site is of much greater 
value to the State project as a part of the facilities for the tranmission 
of water to the south. 

I am going to make a change in the next paragraph by interde- 
lineation. 

Mr. Banks indicated that if an agreement was reached with ap- 
propriate groups he would be willing to accept and work under the 
Kern County concept. 

In a similar way in the interests of seeking an option method I 
would make another suggestion. I suggest that these objections grow- 
ing out of the effect of the cutoff date might be met also by amending 
S. 1887. For convenience—since I did not have a copy of your bill,— 
reference is made to the bill. S. 1887 with the suggested amendments 
as in the draft presented by Mr. Harvey Banks where, in section 1 on 
page 2, line 10, insert after the word “has” the words: 
ee into the agreement with the State as provided in section 2 of this Act 
an as— 
and also in section 2 on page 3, line 9, delete the comma after the word 
“State”, and insert in its place a period and delete the balance of the 
section. 

These amendments serve to eliminate the cutoff date. That is the 
effect of it. 

This probably contemplates the inclusion of Mr. Banks’ proposed 
amendments. 

I urge your favorable consideration of means of affording pro- 
tection to the State in holding this San Luis Reservoir site for its use 
in the Feather River project and using it, under reasonable contract 
relationships with the Federal Government for the service of the San 
Luis unit. 

I greatly appreciate the opportunity to appear before your com- 
mittee and work with you toward the solution of this important 
problem. 

Senator Kucue.. Thank you very much, Mr. Peterson, for a 
statement that I am sure will be helpful. I do have a few questions. 
I think I probably should say this first: At the time the State govern- 
ment and the Department of Interior first came into agreement on a 
theoretically integrated dam there had been, of course, no action taken 
by the legislature by way of making appropriations for the purchase 
of the real estate involved and it was at that time that the representa- 
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tives of the State, the Governor and Mr. Banks, agreed that the Fed- 
eral Government should in line with its recommendations, undertake 
the construction of the dam which would meet the needs of an ex- 
panded Central Valley service area, but which would be constructed 
in such a fashion that if, as, and when the State Feather River project 
should be approved by the State and moneys appropriated for the 
construction of that State project, the dam might then be utilized by 
the State through a divisional construction to provide the additional 
storage capacity necessary. 

I think that is a fair statement. 

Mr. Pererson. There was effort made toward that end. 

Senator Kucuer. That was, was it not, the position of the State 
government in making its original recommendations? 

Mr. Prrerson. I believe so. 

Senator Kucnex. That was why the bill was drafted in that fashion. 
I begin to realize that the session of the legislature commencing next 
year is going to be an important one. It would be a tragedy if it 
failed to take appropriate action. Certainly we must agree with that. 

Mr. Pererson. That is correct. 

Senator Kucuet. I do not underestimate the involved problems 
that are going to concern our State government next year. 

I recognize that this county-of-origin problem has to be solved. It 
has to be solved to protect these smaller areas, but equally important 
it has to be solved to protect those areas particularly in southern 
California whichever chart indicates are going to have a lot more 
mouths to drink water in the years to come. I would think it would 
be tragic if the Congress dragged its heels this year. 

J think it would be a shame. We have an opportunity to take 
action. I think it would be an equal tragedy for the State legislature 
to fail to come to grips with the problem that should have been solved, 
as you and I, I am sure, agree, considerably before March 1957. 

Mr. Pererson. That is correct. 

Senator Kucuet. Meanwhile, however, the State did appropriate 
the moneys required to purchase the San Luis site and apparently, 
from the testimony yesterday of Mr. Banks, some of that property 
actually has been acquired at the moment. 

Mr. Pererson. Yes. 

Senator Kucuet. And funds have been requested in this special 
session to continue that purchase. 

Mr. Pererson. I might say with respect to those funds that I be- 
lieve there is a fairly large group of people favorable to that purchase. 

Mr. Goopce.L. Substantially all. 

Mr. Peterson. I mean the general backing up. 

Senator Kucuex. At any rate, it has been partially accomplished 
and presumably will be taken in this session of the State legislature 
to accomplish it completely. 

Mr. Pererson. I hope so. 

Senator Kucue.. With all that background the bill we have intro- 
duced, again subject to the amendments which the State has recom- 
mended yesterday, with this exception of title, and I would like to 

discuss that with you again, represents, I take it, an authorization to 
construct on the part of the Federal Government subject (a) to work- 
ing out a contract with the State, and (4) to proceeding unilaterally, 
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in accordance, however, with what you and I have just discussed here 
for eventual enlargement, if, as and when, the State enters this picture. 

What, if any, authority the State government would require to 
enter into that contract is not for me to legislate on. 

The director of water resources appearing here yesterday, indi- 
cated in answer to my question that in his judgment the State had 
that authority today. 

Mr. Goopcett. The department of resources had the authority, 
except it didn’t have authority to transfer title of the land as re- 
quired by the bill and all of these matters should be presented to the 
legislature. 

Senator Kucuet. That, I take it, would be a responsibility of the 
State government to put itself in the position to contract, and cer- 
tainly the State government would require legislative action to put 
itself in a position to pay; is that not true? 

Mr. Gooncett. Definitely. 

Senator Kucuext. Now, I am coming back to the question of title. 
With what has been testified to here by everyone as to the needs of a 
contract spelling out what this bill attempts to provide and what all 
parties state it should provide, why is the question of title important? 

Mr. Pererson. The question of title is important only, to me, at 
least, if the eventuality comes that because of the slowness of our own 
people in getting their problems solved that Mr. Banks or his de- 
partment is not in position to consummate a contract. 

He may know all he wants to have in the contract, there may be 
total agreement, but if his legislature has not settled some of the 

olicies and problems and thereby does not yet appropriate the money 
or him to go head he cannot sign or consummate a contract. 

Under your bill, if such a contract finally is not produced and it 
becomes in effect, then we can understand the desire of the Federal 
Government to go ahead, but as the bill stands it is my understand- 
ing that there is then left no further protection to the State on that 
matter. That is what I am worried about. I want something in these 
bills that protects the State so that it can buy back, if you will, into 
that project. 

Let me give you another reason why that is so. May I step to the 
map a minute? 

Senator Kucuer. Surely. 

Mr. Pererson. I could look up data and give them to you, but the 
original report of the Department of the Interior on the San Luis 
project contemplates and says that they would develop this San Luis 
Dam to a million acre-feet to supply the area that we have had under 
discussion in your bill. 

They also contemplate, in that report, that at a future time they 
could raise this dam and make a larger reservoir out of it and by the 
very conduit that is drawn here, the San Luis Canal, bring water to 
the area known as the Avenal Gap area and put that water derived 
from the same way, but in larger amounts, of course, on to new lands 
essentially in the Avenal Gap area. 

It is no great difficulty then, with that in mind, for the Department 
of the Interior or the Secretary to agree to build a dam that can be 
expanded, because if he holds control he is expanding it for his own 
future plans equally well. 
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I am interested in having something in this bill, or a method of 
contro] or division of the work and interests so that the State does not 
lose under any circumstances the right to have 1,100,000 acre-feet in 
that reservoir for its Feather River project. 

Senator Kucuet. In perpetuity ? 

Mr. Pererson. In perpetuity and that is my whole plea and that is 
the whole purpose of my appearance before you this morning. 

Senator Kucuet. I think that is excellent. I think it is construc- 
tive and certainly any Californian ought to favor the most rapid ap- 
proval by the State and its people of the Feather River project, and 
equally important, we agree, that the one water project which we have 
today, the Federal Bureau of Reclamation-Central Valley project, 
must be put in a position to see its needs. 

We agree on both of those things; do we not ? 

Mr. Pererson. Absolutely. If we agree on preserving part of the 
reservoir for the State Feather River project, using part of it by the 
Federal Government for the San Luis unit, and taking the advantage 
of the use of common facilities there with the saving that Mr. Banks 
mentioned of the order of $30 million to the Federal Government and 
I suppose, an equal amount to the State or thereabouts, if you accom- 
plish that, you have done the best that can be done for the proper 
integration of the use of this facility; and the facilities we are talking 
about involving common uses are not only the dam and the reservoir, 
but some use of canal facilities as well. 

Senator Kucuer. Let me see now whether I can state here in non- 
professional language my understanding so that we will have no pos- 
sibility of disagreement. 

That your able and important department of the city government 
would not object, but, to the contrary, would approve Federal legis- 
lation designed to build a reservoir at San Luis to serve the needs of an 
expanded Central Valley project service area either (a) in agreement 
with the State for a reservoir of sufficient capacity to serve both the 
State’s needs and the Federal Government’s needs, or (4) to build 
a reservoir sufficient to serve the needs of an expanded Central Valley 
te area to be built, however, in such fashion as to permit the 

tate subsequently to increase its capacity if the State were slower in 
making that decision. 

Mr. Pererson. That is the aim I have in mind; yes, sir. 

You used the words “expanded Central Valley.” I think by that 
ou mean that the present Central Valley project would be expanded 
y the proposed San Luis unit, so-called, the 500,000-acre develop- 

ment that we have talked of in your bill. You don’t mean expanded 
beyond that ? 

Senator Kucner. I do, with the possible exception of the recom- 
mendations which the people in the four counties raised yesterday, 
and I feel I do have a responsibility of studying that thing and hav- 
ing all interested parties comment on it. 

Mr. Pererson. That is not a point to break on. 

Mr. Goonce.u. I think there is one thing that should be added there, 
Mr. Peterson, and that is this: That we believe that the Federal author- 
ization should require that a contract be entered into between the Fed- 
eral Government and the State of California to carry out the provi- 
sions that you have just suggested as being essential for both interests. 
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That is the basic objectives of the amendments to the bill which 
were offered by Mr. Peterson. 

Senator Kucuex. I will tell you what I would like to have you do. 
I would like to have you give the committee your own views as a law- 
yer on what the legal situation would be, in your opinion, on the basis 
of the title of the real property having vested in the State. 

Mr. Goopncetn. Actually fee title is not important. You take fee 
title subject to 99-year lease, and I would rather have the 99-year lease. 

If you take fee title subject to exclusive easement or right of use, all 
of those rights of use and control can be taken care of in the contract. 

Senator Kucuet. What I mean is this: Do you think the Federal 
Government could take away a piece of property from the State of 
California without the State agreeing to it? 

Mr. Goopceti. I probably should not answer it. I do not believe 
the Federal Government could condemn property acquired by the 
State of California or water development for the same Federal use, 
not being of higher use. 

Mr. Pererson. I am still worried by the fact that the Federal Gov- 
ernment under the situation in the bill could have a physical dam on 
the land in all probability, because the State couldn’t stand forever 
in the way of these people getting water for their land as the State is 
interested as well as the Federal Government in them getting some 
type of agreement. 

Senator Kucue.. However, it would take agreement by the State. 

Mr. Goonce.u. It would take agreement, and I want to be very, very 
sure that the agreement for the use of roughly half of that reservoir 
is reserved for the State for almost whenever it may be able to come 
in and use it. 

Senator Kucue.. And build it ? 

Mr. Goopcett. And build it. I don’t care finally who builds it, 
but I do care that the capacity is available for the purpose of the 
State Feather River project. 

Mutual contracts can determine the method of operation, the divi- 
sions of cost, and all of those problems, and a contract is the essence 
of this type of arrangement. 

Senator Kucuet. I greatly appreciate your testimony. I ask unan- 
imous consent that the letter I have received from the California 
farm research and legislative committee in Santa Clara be made a part 
of the record to go with the attendant papers. 

Mr. Lineweaver. Senator Kuchel, I ask to be printed along with 
your insertions a number of other communications addressed to you, 
Senator Anderson, and members of the staff concerning the San Luis 
unit. They are as follows: a statement by C. J. Haggerty, on behalf 
of the California State Federation of Labor; a letter from George 
Ballis, editor of the Valley Labor Citizen, with enclosures; a state- 
ment by Andrew J. Biemiller, director of legislation, American Fed- 
eration of Labor; a letter from Jesse Bernard, business representative, 
local 294, International Hodcarriers, Building and Construction 
Laborers; a statement from the city of Coalinga, Calif.; a resolution 
adopted by the Young Democrats of Fresno, Calif. ; a letter from Wil- 
liam Reich, of the 15th Assembly District, Democratic Club of Cali- 
fornia; and various telegrams from individuals and associations of 
California. 
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Senator Kucue.. They will all be incorporated in the record at this 
point. 
(The material referred to follows :) 


LerrTer From CALIFORNIA RESEARCH AND LEGISLATIVE COMMITTEE 


CALIFORNIA FarM RESEARCH AND LEGISLATIVE COMMITTEE, 
Santa Clara, Calif., March 11, 1958. 
Hon. Tuomas H. KucHEL, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C. 


Deak SeEnaAtoR: Enclosed find the official statement of the California Farm 
Research and Legislative Committee which we ask that you present at the 
March 17-18 hearings of the Subcommittee on Reclamation, Committee on 
Interior and Insular Affairs of the United States Senate. 

We appreciate your cooperation in having presented our material at former 
hearings and hope that the deepening unemployment emergency, coupled with 
the water requirements of the San Luis service area will result in Senate authori- 
zation of the San Luis project. 

Although 8. 1887 does not yet contain provisions (as in H. R. 7295, Gubser) 
{ to include extension of the water transportation facilities of the San Luis project 
j to Santa Clara, San Benita, and Alameda Counties, we hope that this amendment 

will be written into the bill during the hearings. 
Thanking you for your cooperation. 
Sincerely, 
Mrs. GRACE McDONALD, 
Hwecutive Secretary. 


STATEMENT OF THE CALIFORNIA FARM RESEARCH AND LEGISLATIVE COMMITTEE 
BEFORE THE SENATE SUBCOMMITTEE ON IRRIGATION AND RECLAMATION 


Ae Our committee urges immediate congressional authorization of a Federal San 
/ Luis project and related works, California. 

We specifically urge that your subcommittee recommend immediate passage of 
S. 1887, Knowland and Kuchel (April 16, 1957). 

At hearings of the House Subcommittee on Reclamation, Committee on Inte- 
rior and Insular Affairs, January 15-17, 1958, our committee supported H. R. 
6035, Sisk (identical with Knowland-Kuchel bill), and H. R. 7295, Gubser. 

The only difference between the Gubser bill, H. R. 7295, and the Knowland- 
Kuchel and Sisk bills, is the inclusion (sec. 4, p. 8) of authorization by the Sec- 
retary of Interior to extend the water service area of the San Luis unit of the 
Central Valley project to Santa Clara, San Benito, and Alameda Counties by 
means of an additional unit, providing its economic and physical feasibility is 
established. Existing studies of this unit, which have already been made by the 
Bureau of Reclamation and by the State of California, should be utilized. 

The California Farm Research and Legislative Committee has continuously 
supported a federally constructed San Luis project fully integrated with all 
existing and future phases of the Central Valley project, including the Trinity 
River division, and to be operated in accordance with the public power and 
acreage provisions of reclamation law. 

The Trinity project is now under construction. The 1958-59 budget allocates 
only $37 million for additional construction for the year ending June 30, 1959. 
This will be applied only on features now under construction: the main dam and 
Clear Creek tunnel. No funds are provided for such essential features as the 
Lewiston diversion dam, Whiskeytown Dam and Spring Creek tunnel. 

It is our understanding that plans for Trinity’s authorized Federal power 
facilities are not even on the drawing boards. Unless such studies are imme- 
diately undertaken and construction of power facilities proceeds concurrently 
with impounding of Trinity water, large quantities of hydroelectric potential 
will be lost and integration of Trinity with San Luis will be seriously com- 
promised. 

It is essential that work on Trinity and San Luis be coordinated. Conserved 
Trinity water will be distributed by the San Luis project, and Federal power 
from Trinity is needed for economical operation of San Luis pumps. There- 
fore, we urge all possible haste in completing the entire Trinity project, including 
Federal power facilities, so that this supply of water and electricity will be 
available when San Luis is completed. 
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Furthermore, immediate start of work on the San Luis project would alleviate 
the unemployment situation in California. The number of jobless in the State 
in January was 364,000—a 63-percent increase over January 1957. 

Appended hereto is a copy of our statement on the San Luis project presented 
to the House Subcommittee on Reclamation of the House Interior and Insular 
Affairs Committee. 


STATEMENT OF THE CALIFORNIA FARM RESEARCH AND LEGISLATIVE COMMITTEE 
BEFORE THE HOUSE SUBCOMMITTEE ON IRRIGATION AND RECLAMATION 


Our committee urges immediate congressional authorization of a Federal 
San Luis project and related works, California. 

We speak for 1,000 committee members operating their own commercial farms 
and for affiliated producer cooperatives. Our members are located in every agri- 
cultural area in California and produce nearly every type of farm commodity 
grown in this leading agricultural State. 

We speak, as well, for church, labor, and community organizations including 
soil conservation and water districts who are affiliated with us and support our 
reclamation policies. 

We specifically urge passage of H. R. 6035, Sisk (March 14, 1957) ; H. R. 7295, 
Gubser (May 7, 1957) ; and S. 1887, Knowland and Kuchel (April 16, 1957). 

We oppose H. R. 2452, Hosmer (January 10, 1957), and an identical bill, 
H. R. 7047, Utt, because these measures propose State construction and opera- 
tion with Federal financial assistance without the historical safeguards enacted 
by Congress in Federal reclamation law. 

The specific difference between the Gubser bill, H. R. 7295, and the other 
measures we support, is the inclusion under section 4, page 8 of authorization 
by the Secretary of Interior to extend the water service area of the San Luis 
unit of the Central Valley project to Santa Clara, San Benito, and Alameda 
Counties and to construct the Santa Clara-San Benito-Alameda unit, provided 
its physical and economic feasibility is established. 

Our position in proposing that the benefits of the San Luis project be extended 
to the central coastal area is based on testimony placed before the House In- 
terior and Insular Affairs Committee at the May 1956 hearing as to overdraft of 
available water supplies in these three counties. 

Because of continued and accelerated increases in population and industry in 
the areas and intensified irrigation to compensate for subdivision and highway 
encroachment on farmland necessitating shifts in type of crops under cultivation, 
the need for imported water is becoming more urgent. 

In this connection we call attention to the statement made by Gov. Goodwin 
J. Knight of California January 10, 1958, citing the importance of the San Luis 
Reservoir to the central coastal area and the need to include this area in the 
San Luis project and related works, once the Department of Interior has com- 
pleted a feasibility report. 

The California farm research and legislative committee has continuously 
supported a federally constructed San Luis project fully integrated with all 
existing and to-be authorized phases of the Central Valley and Trinity River 
projects and to be operated in accordance with the public power and acreage 
provisions of reclamation law. 

The Trinity project is now under construction and bills which we favor take 
into consideration Federal-State cooperation to utilize the San Luis Reservoir 
for possible additional storage under the State water plan. Therefore delay in 
authorizing the San Luis project is justified. 

Since our position on the San Luis project is not a matter of record in the 85th 
Congress, we appreciate the opportunity afforded by your subcommittee to 
present our views. 

In a statement compiled in 1955 by the California State Department of Agri- 
culture in support of a Trinity-San Luis project, attention was called to the 
“alarming drop in ground water supplies” in the San Joaquin Valley “as a result 
of heavy pumping,” and the “serious economic curtailment of farming activitiy” 
which would result from failure to conserve and utilize presently wasted supplies 
of Trinity River water. 

This drop in ground-water supplies has been aggravated rather than alleviated. 

Water impounded in San Luis Reservoir will come from the San Joaquin- 
Sacramento Delta. Privately and publicly owned reservoirs in the northern 
portion of the State cannot control the normal winter runoff from the swollen 
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rivers of this area. Thus large surplus flows of waste waters pass through the 
delta and empty into the Pacific Ocean each winter. 

These waters pass the Tracy pumping plant when its huge pumps are idle 
because no storage reservoirs have been constructed to hold this winter flow. 

The San Luis project would utilize this idle equipment to pump surplus water 
into its storage reservoir for irrigation use during crop seasons. 

Some 500,000 acres would be irrigated with impounded San Luis water. 
Speaking of the economic value of this land, the State department of agricul- 
ture said: 

“These lands are predominantly excellent in quality, suitable for a wide variety 
of crops, and much of the service area has been developed to irrigation through 
the expenditure of large sums of private capital; however, the locally available 
ground water and surface supplies are inadequate for the area. 

“Under conditions of full development with project water available, it is 
anticipated that 75 percent of these lands will be used for production of high- 
value truck, field, and forage crops such as melons, vegetables, and alfalfa, 
destined both for cash sale and for consumption by dairy stock supplying milk 
to the San Francisco Bay area and other urban markets.” 

We may add that a large proportion of replacement stock for dairy herds 
supplying southern California comes from the San Joaquin Valley and that the 
population of southern California will be vitally affected beneficially or adversely 
dependent on whether the San Joaquin Valley receives adequate water supplies 
for farm production or loses its productivity because such aid is denied. 

Gross annual farm income in Merced, Fresno, and Kings counties exceeds 
half a billion dollars. While only a portion of this wealth would be directly 
saved as a result of supplementary water from San Luis, indirect benefits would 
actually be valleywide because the new supply will decrease the present serious 
overdraft of underground water. 

The annual withdrawal of water from existing wells in the San Luis service 
area, which includes the San Luis Water District, (Merced County), the Panoche 
Water District, (Fresno County and Merced County), and the Westlands Water 
District (Fresno County), amounts to more than 1 million acre-feet a year. 
Annual drop in water table averages 25 feet. 

The San Luis Reservoir would initially impound 1 million acre-feet of 
presently wasted winter surplus, and release the water during irrigation season 
through the proposed San Luis Canal system extending from the Pacheco Pass 
through Fresno County and into Kings. 

Further southward transportation to a proposed Avenal Gap Reservoir, 
although not included in the bills before your subcommittee is an essential 
extension of the project. 

We approve a foresighted increased in ultimate San Luis Reservoir capacity 
so that provision may be made to store additional water from the Feather River 
project regardless of whether this project is constructed by the State of Federal 
Government, provided reclamation law is embodied in the expanded project. 

Integration of all water and power supplies are imperative if California is 
to meet the responsibilities of its rapidly mounting municipal, industrial, and 
agricultural needs. 

The entire economy of our State and Nation is affected by the well-being 
of its agricultural base. 

What the nearly $3 billion annual gross income from California farms means 
to the rest of the economy is shown by a recent State chamber of commerce 
report. This showed that the State’s farmers spend $314 million annually for 
livestock and poultry feed; $100 million for commercial fertilizer ; $440 million 
for hired labor ; $70 million for petroleum products. 

Farm commodities account for one third of all railway freight traffic in the 
State. Supply one-third of the Nation’s canned food products, a large propor- 
portion of which originate in the service area of the San Luis project, every 
State will benefit from conservation of this annual reservoir of food and 
fiber. Handling and processing of raw farm products provides an additional 
tax base of $5.7 billion. 

The San Luis project, proven feasible by engineering standards of the Bureau 
of Reclamation has a 2.5 to 1 benefit ratio. Water can be delivered to the im- 
mediate service area at $7.50 an acre-foot. 

There is no alternative to the San Luis project which is the only available 
means for saving the agricultural wealth of the west side of the San Joaquin 


Valley. 
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As wells now being drilled go deeper and deeper and cost more and more 
thousands of dollars to drill, the price of irrigation water, added to other con- 
stantly rising production expenses, becomes prohibitive. 

Even where wells are sunk there is no certainty that they will not bring boron 
and salt up with the water in such quantities as to poison the land. 

The San Luis project is merely an extension of already financed and con- 
structed features of the Central Valley project such as the Tracy pumping plant 
and the Delta Mendota Canal, in which the people of our Nation have already 
invested more than $75 million. 

Federal investment in reservoir and pumping plant to lift and store water into 
the San Luis Reservoir would, moreover, be fully repaid through contracts with 
water districts within a 40-year period. 

Agricultural wealth, conserved and expanded through project water, will pro- 
vide additional millions of dollars to municipal, county, State, and Federal 
Government in the form of auxiliary businesses, employment, economic stability 
and taxes. 

Were the San Luis project under construction today it would provide a sub- 
stantial deterrent to growing unemployment and stalemated rural business. 
Since we have allowed this opportunity to be delayed, let us take the essential 
step now to get this project underway. It can be completed within 5 or 6 
yeers if financed and constructed by the Federal Government, as provided in the 
Sisk, Gubser, Knowland-Kuchel measures before your subcommittee. 

We urge you to carry the Trinity Diversion project, now under construction, to 
its logical expanded development, and authorize immediate construction of 
the San Luis Reservoir project. 


STATEMENT oF C. J. HAGGERTY, SECRETARY-TREASURER, CALIFORNIA STATE FEDERA- 
TION OF LABOR 


In accordance with the long-established policy of the California State Fed- 
eration of Labor, I appreciate the opportunity to support a request.for further 
Federal aid for water development in California, specifically for construction 
of the San Luis project. 

The feasibility of the San Luis project and the absolute necessity of its con- 
struction have been established beyond all reasonable doubt. We strongly urge 
its immediate authorization, and that construction of the project be started as 
soon as possible. Both the economics of service area of the proposed project and 
of the State demand that this be the course of action. 

We recognize and support the position that provision should be made in the 
authorizing legislation for coordination of the Federal project with California 
water plans should the State enter the field of water and power development. 
At the same time, however, we insist that the Federal San Luis unit be con- 
structed under reclamation law without deviation or evasion. 

In this regard, we are disturbed at the outset by the text of S. 1887. It is 
authored by Senator William F. Knowland, whose opposition to the excess-land 
provision is well known since he joined in 1947 with former Senator Sheridan 
Downey to sponsor the bill rejected by the 80th Congress (S. 912) that at- 
tempted to exempt the Central Valley project. While 8S. 1887 appears at first 
sight to include the excess-land provision, examination of its text contradicts 
this first impression. On page 2, lines 12 and 13, it reveals that Federal rec- 
lamation law is to apply to San Luis project only insofar as S. 1887 does not 
eliminate it. 

Examination of 8S. 1887 discloses a number of efforts to eliminate reclama- 
tion law. Among these are the following: 

(1) Apparently, the Federal reclamation law is not to be applied to State 
use of Federal facilities, in contradiction to the Warren Act of 1911. We be- 
lieve that on page 2, line 23, after the words “facilities of the San Luis unit”, 
Congress should insert the words “under the Federal reclamation laws, and 
provided that these are legally recognized in the State of California.” 

(2) We believe that subsection (e) on page 5 should be stricken from the 
bill. Congress has not yet transferred title of the Central Valley project works 
to the State of California, although the matter has been discussed. Apparently 
one of the reasons why no transfer has taken place is that the State of Cali- 
fornia has not declared its willingness to abide by the Federal reclamation 
laws under which Central Valley project was built. We see no reason, there- 
fore, to authorize a transfer now, to take effect some years hence, of a part 
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of what is proposed as an integral part of the Central Valley project (S. 1887, 
sec. 1, p. 2, lines 2,3). The only effect is likely to be the easing of escape from 
Federal reclamation law by unsympathetic administrators or others responsi- 
ble for interpretation of law. We are opposed to this. 

(3) We believe subsection (g) on page 6 should be stricken. Why should the 
United States have unrestricted use of jointly used facilities only during the 
repayment period and until the Federal Government transfers title to the State 
of California? Wesee no reason for any such limitation, and oppose it. 

(4) Subsection (h) on page 6 should be stricken. This proposes to give the 
State of California a freedom from “restriction” even greater than is afforded 
the Federal Government in subsection (g). Irrespective of this, we oppose sub- 
section (h) as likely to give interests opposed to the excess land provision fresh 
opportunity to twist legal interpretations against Federal reclamation law. 

(5) We see no reason why Congress. should abdicate is own authority and 
responsibility for setting the time and conditions of any transfer of title to San 
Luis works, and give some Secretary of the Interior in the future such authority. 
Recent experience with officials willing to give public resources away should 
furnish sufficient warning against doing this. Subsection (i) on page 6, therefore, 
should be stricken. 

(6) Subsection (j) on pages 6 and 7 should be stricken. This appears to be 
another move to permit excess landowners to have their cake and eat it too. The 
Reclamation Project Act of 1939 was enacted in part to give water users the 
benefit of lower annual water charges. Subsection (j) appears to be an effort to 
preserve these benefits while eliminating the excess land provision to which they 
are attached. We see no reason why Congress should show such special 
consideration. 

(7) On page 7, line 25, S. 1887 refers to contracts to permit use of a drainage 
system “by other parties” under contracts “conforming generally” to the provi- 
sions of the Federal reclamation laws. We think the word “generally” should 
be stricken because it is a weasel word, designed to obscure the clarity which 
ought to characterize congressional legislation, and apt to facilitate evasion of the 
law. The beneficiaries of Federal reclamation law ought to conform to its pro- 
visions, period. 

(8) On page 8, lines 4 and 5, section 4 of the bill authorizes agreements for 
participation “in construction and operation of drainage facilities designed to 
serve the general area.” We believe that such participation should be under 
the terms of the excess land provision of reclamation law, and this should be 
stated in the bill. We believe the committee should inquire whether this portion 
of section 4 is another move on the part of excess landowners in the area to be 
served by the San Luis project to obtain Federal aid without compliance with 
Federal policy. “Flood control” has been used as a phrase to obtain substantial 
benefits in the past that are essentially for the promotion of irrigation without 
obligation to reimburse the Federal Treasury or to abide by the excess land pro- 
vision. The phrase “drainage” must not be similarly employed now. We support 
the recommendation of the President’s Water Resources Policy Commission of 
1950, that “the benefits of Federal financial assistance through irrigation should 
go only to family-sized farms,” that this principle, “together with other anti- 
speculation and antimonopoly provisions, should be maintained and enforced” and 
“should be extended” to cover “Federal investment in the reclaiming of land, 
whether by irrigation, drainage, or other methods.” We oppose this portion of 
section 4 as a backward step, favorable to water monopoly and speculation, de- 
structive of broad opportunity among American citizens and injurious to the 
Public Treasury. 

If the committee is able to discover additional loopholes in S. 1887 that we 
have missed upon this first examination of the bill, we trust it will close them. 

Subsection (k) of the bill, page 7, appears particularly worthy of commenda- 
tion. It is designed to assure that despite any future transfer of title to the 
project work, Federal policy with respect to “preservation and propagation of 
fish and wildlife” will be observed, under penalty. We believe that the same 
regard shown for fish and wildlife should be shown for humans, and the excess 
land provisions preserved with equal scrupulousness. 

We realize that the Congress cannot legislate in the public interest without 
facing certain facts in the public record of Federal reclamation aid in California. 
Among these are the following: 

1. Excess landholders, especially those in or near the San Luis service area, 
have resisted application of the excess-land provision with extraordinary te- 
nacity while accepting the financial benefits of reclamation law. 
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2. The Secretary of the Interior has failed to obtain repayment contracts in 
compliance with reclamation law on Kings and Kern Rivers, although these 
projects have been in operation since 1954. 

3. The Controller General of the United States has called attention to these 
failures of excess landholders to comply with the law in his 1956 audit report 
to the Congress of the United States on Central Valley Basin, 1956, pages 33, 34. 

4, Objections to compliance with the excess land law do not come from Cali- 
fornia voters and water users generally, but rather from holders of excess lands: 
the electors of irrigation districts in Central Valley have approved more than a 
score of water contracts containing the excess land provision, by an aggregate 
vote of around 10 to 1. 

5. Notwithstanding acts of the California Legislature authorizing irrigation 
districts to enter into contracts with the United States under the provisions of 
reclamation law (Cal. Water Code, par. 23175-23302), a California State engi- 
neer, officials of various water districts, and the State supreme court have each 
opposed the excess-land provisions of Federal reclamation law. The court has 
recently forbidden irrigation districts in California to enter into contracts with 
the United States to comply with the excess-land provision, in a decision that, 
according to the chairman of the House Interior Committee and five other 
Central, Valley Congressmen, is “jeopardizing further Federal reclamation 
projects in California and the entire West” because it “strikes at one of the basic 
tenets of reclamation law” (letter from Congressman Clair Engle et al. to Cali- 
fornia Attorney General Edmund G. Brown, February 4, 1957). We re glad 
to state that the attorney general of California has appealed the adverse opinion 
of the California Supreme Court in the Ivanhoe case to the Supreme Court of 
the United States. 

In face of this situation, we ask that S. 1887 be amended to require signature 
of repayment contracts under Federal reclamation law prior to expenditure of 
Federal money for construction, and also to require that the excess-land pro- 
vision shall be recognized legally in California as a condition precedent to com- 
mencement of construction. 

The California State Federation of Labor, in other words, favors Federal con- 
struction of San Luis project, is appreciative of the generosity of the Federal 
Government under reclamation law, and insists that the law of the land be ap- 
plied to San Luis project without opening loopholes for evasion by subterfuge 
or otherwise. 

We have noted with approval that Senator Paul H. Douglas of Illinois has 
protested against “piecemeal abandonment” of our traditional reclamation 
policy (Congressional Record, August 9, 1957, p. 13095); also that he and 
Senators Wayne Morse and Richard L. Neuberger of Oregon have introduced a 
bill (S. 1425) to repair some of the injury to national policy, and have asked for 
hearings on the bill. We hope that such hearings will be granted in due course 
and, in the meantime, that Congress will hold up S. 2120 and H. R. 5309 (Texas, 
Mercedes), S. 1996 (Kendrick, Wyoming), and 8S. 2541 (Barrett bill), all of 
which represent piecemeal threats to the excess-land law, until the issue can be 
thoroughly considered. 

We wish to point out that efforts to confine application of the excess-land pro- 
vision to “new” water, “new” land, and water originating from “a Federal 
reclamation project” are all damaging to national policy, and should be denied 
by Congress. 

Our members in the area to be served by San Luis project are favorable to 
S. 1887, provided it is corrected by its author, Senator Knowland, or by the com- 
mittee, to require compliance with reclamation law as it has stood. As evi- 
dence of the nature and rising intensity of the concern of members of organized 
labor in California, we ask that you print immediately following this statement 
the following documents relating to the excess-land provision generally and to 
S. 1887 in particular: 

(a) Editorial, Valley Labor Citizen (official publication of the Fresno-Madera 
Labor Council, the Fresno-Madera Building Trades Council, and the Tulare- 
Kings Labor Council) March 7, 1958, “I’m Walking Behind You.” 

(b) Editorial, same, January 10, 1958, “Dam Water.” 

(c) Editorial, same, March 7, 1958, “Barn Door Ajar at San Luis.” 

(ad) Statement by Congressman William A. Dawson of Utah, February 1955, 
analyzing the reasons why a formula permitting excess-land holders to pay in- 
terest on construction charges for irrigation, instead of complying with the 
standard excess-land provision controlling water monopoly and speculation, 
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might even encourage people “to get into big ownerships and to take on more 
acreage.” 

In conclusion, the California State Federation of Labor, believing in full de- 
velopment of California’s water resources and in the law of the land that has 
governed reclamation historically, supports Federal construction of San Luis 
project under existing reclamation law. We respectfully request that this state- 
ment, with its accompanying documents, be printed in the hearings on S. 1887. 


[Editorial from Valley Labor Citizen, March 7, 1958] 
I’m WALKING BEHIND You 


The Democratic Council of the 12th Congressional District met in Madera last 
Sunday where it unanimously endorsed Congressman B. F. Sisk for reelection. 
This was expected, and, as expected, was properly broadcasted and headlined. 

Sisk has an excellent record and deserves this vote of confidence. 

The council also unanimously reaffirmed the Democratic Party’s position in 
favor of enforcement of Federal reclamation laws. This was by far the more 
significant action. 

It did manage to receive a couple of lines of print in the daily press and a few 
mentions over the air waves. Herewith the Labor Citizen prints the full text of 
the resolution : 

“Whereas the Democratic Party has traditionally supported the Federal re- 
clamation laws and insisted upon their application to all Federal reclamation 
projects, and 

“Whereas certain groups and powerful economic interests in alliance with the 
present Republican administration are now seeking to prevent the complete appli- 
eation of these Federal reclamation laws, particularly with respect to the 160- 
acre limitation, to certain Federal reclamation projects ; and 

“Whereas these efforts, if successful, will destroy the family farm, the preser- 
vation of which is vital to sound and full political and economic life in the 
agricultural areas of the West : Now therefore be it 

“Resolved, That the Demo Council of the 12th District meeting in Madera, 
Calif., March 2, 1958, reaffirm this traditional position of the Democratic Party 
in support of Federal reclamation laws and insist upon their application to all 
Federal reclamation projects.” 

Why was this resolution passed? Why? 

Because contrary to the obvious campaign of silence on this problem now 
being waged in the commercial press, a goodly number of people are worried. 

They want new water supplies for our valley, yes ; but they do not want control 
of these supplies to fall to the large corporate “farm” interests—such as the 
Tulare Lake Basin barons who are now trying to steal Pine Flat Dam, Southern 
Pacific Railroad with 120,000 acres in the service area of the proposed San Luis 
project (see p. 8 on the Barn Door is Ajar) or Kern County Land Co. with 
231,000 acres in the southern San Joaquin Valley. 

It seems strange indeed. that the Labor Citizen is the only newspaper and 
Democratic Council of the 12th District, the only organization interested in pro- 
tecting our valley from economic and political domination by huge landowners. 
Very strange. 


{Editorial from Valley Labor Citizen, January 10, 1958] 


DAM WATER 


Once again the General Accounting Office of the Federal Government is pres- 
suring for the execution of permanent repayment contracts for Pine Flat Dam. 
Actually this problem should be easily solved. The legislation authorizing Pine 
Flat Dam specifically provided that the water supplied by this dam would be 
distributed in accordance with the existing Federal reclamation law: That is, no 
individual could irrigate more than 160 acres of land from Pine Flat water. 

One farm family therefore could get 320 acres or more irrigated depending 
on how many acres the farmer had to distribute among how many children. 
But the Pine Flat legislation is clear: Federal reclamation law must apply. 
Then why is it so hard to get a permanent contract? 

Because the big landowners in the Kings River district do not want the 
Federal reclamation law to apply, and they are pulling every available string to 
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nullify the purposes of the law. They want to make a lump-sum payment for 
Pine Flat and thereby obtain full and unrestricted control of the river water. 
Such a lump-sum contract could only serve to multiply the already existing 
power of large “farmers” in this area and can only lead to a restriction on 
liberal, democratic thought and action in the valley. 

There are those who argue that the 160-acre limitation law is unrealistic in 
present-day America. This may be true. But a no-limitation law is even more 
unrealistic in addition to being undemocratic and leading directly to tightly 
controlled water monopolies. And water monopoly in the West will make demo- 
cratic institutions little more than a sham. 

If our choice rests between the allegedly unrealistic 160-acre limitation and an 
obviously unrealistic and undemocratic water monopoly, our course is clear. 
Small and large landowners alike should be required to sign the equitable con- 
tract provided by law. 


[Editorial from Valley Labor Citizen, March 7, 1958] 
Barn Door AJAR AT SAN LUIS 


According to reports from Washington, D. C., a Senate Interior subcommittee 
will hold hearings March 17 and 18 on a bill to authorize construction of the 
San Luis irrigation project on the west side of the San Joaquin Valley. 

I urge upon the Senators every caution because the measure as presently 
drawn leaves the barn door of reclamation law ajar—ajar so some large land- 
owners, such as Southern Pacific with 120,000 giveaway acres, can slip in 
and rustle away a good chunk of the water rights and a perpetual source of 
economic and political power. 

To tighten up this legislation I would suggest the Senators consider the 
following changes: 

(1) Beginning on line 9, page 2, the bill now reads, “In constructing, op- 
erating, and maintaining the San Luis unit, the Secretary (of Interior) shall 
be governed by the Federal reclamation laws except so far as the provisions 
thereof are inconsistent with this act.” 

I would suggest a period after the word “laws” and deletion of the remainder 
of that sentence. Such an amendment would require the San Luis project to be 
consistent with reclamation law instead of amending the reclamation law to suit 
the purposes of the large landowners in the San Luis area. 

(2) Section 3e of the present bill provides that once the Federal costs allo- 
eated for irrigation are repaid, title to the San Luis project shall be given 
to the State at the request of the State which would henceforth “assume the 
obligation and responsibility of providing water service to users of the San Luis 
service area.” 

What does this mean? It means that after repayment of irrigation charges 
only, Federal reclamation law would be tossed in the permanent out basket 
in favor of State laws which are just about as loose as the women on San 
Francisco’s old Barbary Coast. 

It also means the wheels have been greased for the lump-sum prepayment gim- 
mick which would allow rich irrigators to buy their way around Federal regula- 
tions against land speculation and water monopoly. They would be allowed to 
pay off the charges allocated for the irrigation works and, henceforth into per- 
petuity, would run San Luis at their pleasure. 

Right now large landowners in the Kings River area are slipping this lump-sum 
crowbar into the backdoor of the reclamation law barn in an all-out conspiracy 
to capture “exclusive and perpetual” (their own words) control of Pine Flat Dam. 

I would suggest deleting all of section 3e in the present San Luis bill. Also 
3i, which opens a second-story window of the barn by permitting the Secretary of 
the Interior to turn over San Luis to the State any time “under such conditions 
(this means any conditions, of course), as shall be agreed upon by the Secretary 
and the State.” 

(3) Section 4 now provides that the Secretary of the Interior may permit other 
parties to use the drainage system of San Luis by “conforming generally to provi- 
sions of Federal reclamation laws * * *.” Why not drop the word “generally” ? 

Perhaps many other doors and windows have been left ajar in the writing of the 
present San Luis bill. 

Those of us interested in the protection and expansion of liberal democratic 
institutions in our State can only hope that those great Democratic Senators, Paul 
Douglas, Wayne Morse, and Richard Neuberger, can muster sufficient power to 
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latch all the windows and doors in the reclamation law barn before a single cubic 
yard of concrete is poured at San Luis. 

For, if even the tiniest crack is left, railroad lawyers will devise a legal batter- 
ing ram, silencer attached, which will quietly slip Southern Pacific’s 120,000 acres 
into the barn. Thereby the Southern Pacific will take a big step toward regaining 
its long lost political and economic dictatorship of our State. 


STATEMENT OF CONGRESSMAN WILLIAM A. DAWSON, OF UTAH, BEFORE THE HOUSE 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON IRRIGATION AND RECLAMATION, FEBRUARY 1955 


Mr. Chairman, my purpose in having this time was to comment on the sug- 
gestions made by our chairman in regard to the general overall philosophy on 
the 160-acre limitation. I feel, as he does, that we are going to have a difficult 
time getting this measure through if you break down the 160-acre limitation. 
And to say that these large landowners are going to pay interest on their excess 
and, therefore, it is going to result in breaking up the large ownerships just 
is not true. For this reason: That there are plenty of other benefits in this 
bill which they have not been receiving up to this point that they would get 
even though paying the interest. 

For instance, they get the advantage of the nonreimbursable items, which 
may be considerable but which are not repaid back at all. 

Furthermore, up until this point they are not getting in on any cheap Gov- 
ernment money. By “cheap,” I mean if they pay interest, they are still only 
going to pay 24% percent or something in that neighborhood, which is very 
reasonable money. That could even be encouragement for people to get into 
big ownerships and to take on more acreage, because the other benefits are so 
great that it could encourage them. : 

It is my view, if you start meddling with the 160-acre limitation that you 
are very likely to lose your whole bill. 


LETTER F'rRoM VALLEY LABOR CITIZEN 


VALLEY Lazsor CITIZEN, 
Fresno, Calif., March 18, 1958. 
Senator Ciinton P. ANDERSON, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C. 


Dear Senator ANDERSON: I respectfully request that the editorial, Barn Door 
Ajar At San Luis, on page 8 of the March 7, 1958, issue of the Valley Labor 
Citizen ; the resolution quoted in the I’m Walking Behind You article on page 2 
of the March 7 issue, and the story, Citizen-Cited San Luis Loopholes Will Be 
Plugged, on page 1 of the March 14 issue be read into the record of next week’s 
hearings before your committee on the proposed San Luis project. 

You can be assured that organized labor wholeheartedly supports projects to 
bring much-needed irrigation water to the San Joaquin Valley, but this support 
cannot be stretched to include measures so loosely written as the present San 
Luis bill. 

Sincerely, 
GeorGE Baris, Hditor. 


(The articles Barn Door Ajar at San Luis, and I’m Walking Behind You 
were previously submitted. ) 


[From the Valley Labor Citizen, Fresno, Calif., Friday, March 14, 1958] 
CITIzEN-CITED SAN Luis LOOPHOLES WILL BE PLUGGED 


On returning from the AFL-CIO building trades department legislative 
conference in Washington last week, Business Manager Loyd Myers, of Fresno- 
Madera Building Trades Council, reported that Members of Congress are “well 
aware of objections the Labor Citizen has raised to the proposed San Luis bill.” 

He said he has been assured that all interested parties are willing to accept 
amendments to the bill which would meet the objections raised and bring the 
operation of this project into strict conformance with Federal reclamation 
restrictions against land speculation and water monopoly. 
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In the past few months and specifically last week, the Labor Citizen objected 
to present provisions of the San Luis bill which provide huge west side land- 
owners with several neat escapes from reclamation law and allow them to 
capture a good share of the water rights at San Luis—along with a perpetual 
source of tremendous economic and political power. 

Myers has been delegated by the local building trades council to appear on 
behalf of the bill at hearings of the Senate Subcommittee on Irrigation and 
Reclamation in Washington next Monday and Tuesday, March 17 and 18. 

He will testify that the project is needed to provide jobs for building trades- 
men and to help meet the growing shortage of irrigation water. 


STATEMENT OF ANDREW J. BIEMILLER, DIRECTOR, DEPARTMENT OF LEGISLATION, 
AMERICAN FEDERATION OF LABOR-CONGRESS OF INDUSTRIAL ORGANIZATIONS 


The California State Federation of Labor through its secretary-treasurer, 
Mr. ©. J. Haggerty, has submitted to the Senate subcommittee a comprehensive, 
detailed statement outlining its support of Federal construction of the San Luis 
project in strict compliance with national reclamation law and its objections 
to certain language contained in S. 1887. 

Mr. Haggerty has done a thorough job in expressing the objections of the 
California State Federation of Labor to the loose language contained in 8S. 1887. 
So much so, that I find it unnecessary to burden the Senate Subcommittee on 
Irrigation and Reclamation with repetition of the same arguments. I would, 
however, like to express the thoughts of the American Federation of Labor 
and Congress of Industrial Organizations in regard to support for Federal con- 
struction of the San Luis unit of the Central Valley project with strict adherence 
to the reclamation law of 1902. 

The original Federal Reclamation Act of 1902 limited the irrigable land hold- 
ings to be furnished water by any Bureau of Reclamation irrigation project to 
160 acres for any landowner. The law, however, has been construed to permit 
a man and his wife to hold jointly 320 irrigable acres of land. 

The stated intent of the Congress was to use these Federal funds to promote 
the family farm. It follows then that the authorization bill, S. 1887, should 
be so written to benefit the family farmer and to prevent large landholders from 
monopolizing the benefits of a Federal irrigation project. 

The AFL-CIO would be pleased to support S. 1887 if the bill were cogrected 
to require compliance with the Federal reclamation law. 





LETTER FROM INTERNATIONAL HODCARRIERS, BUILDING AND CONSTRUCTION LABORERS 


Loca No. 294 or Fresno AND Kings Counties, 
Fresno, Calif., March 13, 1958. 
Hon. Clinton ANDERSON, 
United States Senator, 
Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D.C. 

Dear Mr. ANDERSON: This letter is written on behalf of the membership of 
the Laborers Local 294 of Fresno and Kings Counties who have voted unani- 
mously to support the San Luis Obispo project as presented by Senators Thomas 
H. Kuchel and William F. Knowland and presented by Congressman B. F. Sisk 
of the 12th Congressional District of the State of California. 

This legislation should be enacted in this Congress inasmuch as at the pres- 
ent time 45 percent of our membership is unemployed. The start of construc- 
tion of this project will help to alleviate the present severe unemployment situa- 
tion. Also the enactment of this bill will make possible the irrigation of 500,- 
000 acres of land which is located in the Central Valley and this is desperately 
in need of water. 

We know that there are going to be objections presented by the Metropolitan 
Water District of Southern California and various controversial interests as 
to reasons why this project should not be constructed. This position would be 
injurious to all the people of the State of California. 
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In view of the thousands of people who are now unemployed in the Central 
Valley, it is our conviction that construction on the San Luis Obispo project 
should be started immediately and that all litigations of the many problems 
should be decided upon at a later date. 

Very sincerely yours, 
JESSE BERNARD, 
Business Representative. 


STATEMENT OF THE CITY OF COALINGA. FRESNO CouNnTY, CALIF. 


The drinking water supply for the city of Coalinga, serving approximately 
7,000 inhabitants, must be transported by rail in tank cars a distance of 45 
miles at a cost of some $2,260 per acre-foot. 

The nondrinkable domestic water is produced through a system of water wells 
drilled by the city of Coalinga. The pumping level of these wells in 1927 was 
about 90 feet, and has lowered at the present time to a depth of more than 
250 feet. 

In addition to its 8 producing wells, the city has found it necessary to 
drill another well this year at a cost of approximately $20,000, and we are 
advised that an additional well will also be necessary. These new wells will 
increase the rate at which the water level is dropping. Outside of our water 
basin the water level is also dropping at a rate of 20 to 30 feet annually, and 
- the water is already approaching the salinity point. The rapid lowering of 
the water level surrounding Coalinga is affecting our water level and the time 
is fast approaching when our Own water will become saline. We are satisfied, 
on the basis of information received, that if relief is not forthcoming within 
the next 7 to 10 years the water in this area will be unusable. The urgency of 
the situation is apparent when it is realized that the people of Coalinga may 
be without usable water within 7 to 10 years. As has previously been reported 
to your committee, the water obtained from the wells is not drinkable and 
cannot be used for such purposes as cooking, etc. 

Reference is made to the statement of Rex. L. Pressey on behalf of the city 
of Coalinga at your hearings held May 11, 12, and 14, 1956, on Senate bill 178, 
and also to Resolution No. 393 of the city of Coalinga, which were made a 
part of the records of those hearings. Request is made that the foregoing 
statement and resolution be incorporated into the current proceedings as ex- 
hibits. . The statement of Mr. Pressey covers the city of Coalinga’s water situ- 
ation in detail, as it existed at that time, and this letter supplements that state- 
ment and brings it up to date. Mr. Pressey’s statement contains, for example, 
an analysis of the water, details concerning the existing eight wells, pumping 
costs, and other relevant facts. 

According to the Federal census taken in 1955, the population of the city of 
Coalinga was 6,021. Unless this water problem is solved, our community cannot 
continue to exist indefinitely, and we may be faced with a very serious problem 
within a period of 10 years. 


RESOLUTION OF YOUNG DEMOCRATS OF FRESNO County, CALIF. 


The following resolution adopted unanimously by Young Democrats of Fresno, 
County at their regular meeting March 6. Jefferson E. Hahesy, president. 

“Whereas the Democratic Party has always vigorously supported strict en- 
forcement of Federal reclamation law including public power preference clauses 
and prohibitions against land speculation and water monopoly, the 160-acre 
limitation ; 

“Whereas the large landowner-private utility axis in the Central Valleys is 
waging a high-pressure campaign to determine this law ; and 

“Whereas this axis has already spirited away the power benefits on the Kings 
River to P. G. & E., which in turn will hike the costs on future reclamation 
projects ; and 

“Whereas this axis in alliance with the Republican administration is also 
seeking to undermine prohibitions against land speculation and water monopoly 
in the Kings River area served with a regulated water supply by Pine Flat 
Dam; and 

“Whereas if the large landowner-private utility axis completely thwarts recla- 
mation law on the Kings River, many existing and all future water projects will 
fall under monopoly control ; and 
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“Whereas if the large landowner-private utility axis captures control of our 
water projects, it will, in turn, dominate our economy and political affairs. 
Small farmers, small-business men, workers, and vigorous democratic institu- 
tions will suffer irreparable damage; and therefore be it 

“Resolved, That the Young Democrats of Fresno County : 

“(1) Strongly reaffirm their support of Federal reclamation law. 

“(2) Urge that Federal reclamation law, as intended, undiluted and un- 
adulterated, be applied and enforced in the Pine Flat service area, in Trinity 
River project, in San Luis project, and in all present and future water projects. 

“(3) Condemn Secretaries of Interior Douglas McKay and Fred Seaton for 
trying to repeal Federal reclamation law through executive edict by approving 
evasions of the law in the Pine Flat service area. 

“(4) Urge the State legislature adopt strong public power preference legis- 
lation and strong prohibitions against land speculation and water monopoly 
before any part of the presently proposed State water plan be approved.” 


LeTrer From 15tH ASSEMBLY DiIsTRICT DEMOCRATIC CLUB 


OAKLAND, CA.ir., March 11, 1958. 
Hon. CLINTON ANDERSON, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Reclamation, 
Senate Interior and Insular Affairs Committee, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C. 

Dear SENATOR ANDERSON: The 15th Assembly District Democratic Club sup- 
ports a federally constructed and operated San Luis project (to be operated 
jointly with a State San Luis project if and when the State decides upon such 
as undertaking) as proposed in Senate bill 1887 introduced by Senators Know- 
land and Kuchel. 

Immediate authorization and funds for this project would prevent some 
500,000 acres of California from becoming desert and would provide work for 
some of the State’s 400,000 unemployed. 

We are opposed to any amendments to S. 1887 which would subordinate the 
Federal San Luis project to the proposed State Feather River project. 

The Federal project provides the only quick means of getting water to the 
San Luis service area and for providing work for the unemployed. 

We also feel that work on Trinity project, including Federal power facilities, 
should be speeded up, by special appropriations if necessary, so that its water 
and power will be available when San Luis is completed. Such speedup on 
reclamation projects also provide the best means of stimulating our sagging 
economy. 

Sincerely, 
WILLIAM REIcH, 
Chairman, Legislative Committee. 


TELEGRAM FROM THE CALIFORNIA WATER AND Power USERS ASSOCIATION 


SACRAMENTO, Cauir., March 17, 1958. 
Senator THOMAS KUCHEL, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C.: 


California Water and Power Users Association strongly supports Knowland- 
Kuchel San Luis bill S. 1887 provided it is amended in conformity with statement 
submitted to committee by California State Federation of Labor. We violently 
object to Kern County concept amendments which would benefit large land- 
owners of Kern County. San Luis Reservoir should be entirely constructed and 
operated by Federal Government to give irrigation water to San Joaquin Valley 
at lowest possible cost. 

Kirt McBripe, 
Secretary, California Water and Power Users Association. 
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TELEGRAM FROM THE CALIFORNIA STATE GRANGE 


SacRAMENTO, Cair., March 17, 1958. 
Senator CLINTON ANDERSON, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C.: 

California State Grange respectfully requests that Senate Subcommittee on 
Irrigation and Reclamation to approve S. 1887 after amending it to strictly 
comply with United States reclamation law. San Luis Reservoir should be 
constructed and operated by Federal Government so the irrigation water devel- 
oped therein will be made available to the family farmer under the excess- 
lands provision of reclamation law-—not to the large landowning cooperate 
farmer. Above all, we urgently request your committee not to accept the Kern 
County concept amendments which are intended to help large landowners in 
Kern County to receive water at the expense of every United States taxpayer. 


GEORGE SEHLMEYER, 
President, California Grange. 


TELEGRAM FROM SOUTHERN PACIFIC Co. 


New York, N. Y., March 19, 1958. 
Mr. GooprRicH LINEWEAVER, 
Care Senate Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C.: 


Your telegram of 17th requesting statement setting forth current position 
of Southern Pacific and Southern Pacific Land Co., with respect to excess acre- 
age owned within the San Luis unit service area. Would prefer not to sell 
their excess acreage. 

L. FRANDSEN, 
Land Commissioner, Southern Pacific Co. 


TELEGRAM FROM THE SANTA BARBARA COUNTY WATER AGENCY 


SANTA BaRBARA, CALIF., March 17, 1958. 
G. W. LINEWEAVER, 
Committee assistant, Care Senator Clinton Anderson, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C.: 


The Santa Barbara County Water Agency regrets that due to the shortness 
of time it is unable to take advantage of your kind invitation to appear and 
present testimony on Senate Joint Resolution 135 and respectfully requests that 
this telegram be accepted in evidence as its testimony. 

This agency is a political subdivision of the State of California empowered 
to provide a water supply for the land and inhabitants within the County of 
Santa Barbara. 

The agency has been informed that Senate Joint Resolution 135 contem- 
plates an experiment in salt-water conversion in the State of California from 
which some quantity of potable water may be derived. 

We wish to respectfully suggest the reasons why the County of Santa Bar- 
bara is a suitable site for said plant. 

The county of Santa Barbara is located on the south central coast of Cali- 
fornia. It has an estimated present population of 125,000. The climate is 
semiarid and water supply is and always had been precarious, being dependent 
entirely upon the occurrence and amount of local rainfall which is gathered, 
when it occurs, in surface and subsurface storage facilities. The rainfall is 
characterized by alternate cycles of wet and dry seasons. In dry cycles acute 
shortages are experienced which have necessitated drastic rationing of water. 

The economy of the county is agricultural, light industrial, residential, and 
oil production. The principal agricultural crops are citrus, avacados and 
vegetables. 

The county of Santa Barbara has been experiencing the phenomenal popula- 
tion growth of southern California with consequent increased demand for water. 
Local water sources have been fully exploited and no outside source of supply is 
available. 


é 
' 
' 
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All these circumstances are fully set forth in House document 587 prepared by 
the United States Bureau of Reclamation in connection with its Santa Barbara 
County water plan. As part of this plan the Bureau of Reclamation has com- 
pleted the Cachuma project at a cost of $43,360,000, returnable from revenues 
from the sale of water to the Santa Barbara County Water Agency. 

The supply from this project is to be obtained by impounding and distributing 
che winter flows of the Santa Ynez River by means of Cachuma Dam. This 
dam has a maximum capacity of about 205,000 acre-feet of water. About one- 
third of that amount is now in storage. 

Cachuma Dam is located about 45.7 miles upstream from the mouth of the 
Santa Ynez River. The Santa Ynez River runs from east to west paralleling 
the Pacific coast, but separated therefrom by the Santa Ynez range of mountains. 
The mouth of the river is at the Pacific Ocean and within area of the Cooke 
Air Force Base. 

The water to be obtained from the Cachuma project has been allocated by the 
California State Water Rights Board among users in Santa Ynez Valley and the 
coastal region including the city of Santa Barbara. In the testimony of the 
United States Bureau of Reclamation before the State Water Rights Board it 
was estimated that under most favorable circumstances the supply available 
rrom the Cachuma project will fail to meet the ultimate needs of its users. The 
estimated ultimate shortage is 20,610 acre-feet per year. 

There is no other available source from which this deficit can be compensated. 

A major consumer of Santa Ynez River water is the permanent Cooke Air 
Force Base located west of the city of Lompoc. The officer in charge of the 
engineering facilities estimates the peak requirements of the base at 5 million 
gallons of water per day. This is equal to the consumption of a city of approxi- 
matley 30,000 people. 

Though most of the area of Cooke Base is beyond the watershed of the Santa 
Ynez River, its present supply is derived from wells in the riverbed. 

Since the base is a permanent installation an adequate water supply is essen- 
tial. This additional demand will impair the supply available for civilian use 
from the common source of supply. 

Conclusion: The location of the proposed salt-water conversion plant in the 
county of Santa Barbara will best serve the public interest, national and local: 
(1) Any water derived therefrom will benefit the national defense by contributing 
to the water supply of Cooke Air Force Base; (2) such additional supply will 
lessen the gravity of the civilian water supply shortage in the area which is 
recognized by the United States Government to be acute; (3) since storage is 
presently available in the United States Bureau of Reclamation Cachuma Reser- 
voir the cost of providing storage for the converted water will be avoided. 

It is respectfully urged that the conversion project be located in the county 
of Santa Barbara, Calif. 

C. W. Brapsury, Chairman. 


Senator Kucuet. I assume Senator Anderson will let the Southern 
Pacifie Railroad avail itself if it desires an opportunity to testify. 

Mr. Lineweaver. Yes, sir, or send in a statement. 

(The following letter and statement were subsequently received :) 


LETTER FROM THE SOUTHERN Paciric Co. on Excess LANDS 


SouTHERN Pactric Co., 
San Francisco, Calif., April 4, 1958. 
Re Senate bill S. 1887. 
Hon. CLINTON P. ANDERSON, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Irrigation and Reclamation, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C. 


DEAR Mr. ANDERSON: Reference is made to exchange of telegrams concerning 
land owned by Southern Pacific Co. and Southern Pacific Land Co. within the 
San Luis unit of the Central Valley project. 

Herewith statement of the above-mentioned companies with respect to its 
ownership. 

Yours very truly, 
L.. FRANDSEN. 
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STATEMENT OF SOUTHERN Pacrric Co. AND SouTHERN Pacrric LAND Co. WITH 
Respect To Its HoLpINGs IN THE SAN Luis UNIT oF THE CENTRAL VALLEY 
PROJECT 


The subject of this statement is future irrigation water development in the 
San Joaquin Valley and, in particular, the Feather River project and proposed 
San Luis unit of the Central Valley project as they affect our landholdings. 

Southern Pacific Co. owns about 65,000 acres within Westlands Water District 
in Fresno and Fings Counties, and an additional 55,000 acres outside of (westerly 
and above) said district but within the so-called San Luis service area. The 
company also owns about 30,000 acres in southern Kings and Kern Counties 
which might be served by the Feather River project. 

These lands are not being offered for sale, but are being held for long-range 
management purposes. Nearly all of the land is under agricultural-development 
leases varying in size from less than 1 section to about 30,000 acres. 

The area in which our above-mentioned 120,000 acres are situated has been 
in agricultural production from irrigation wells for a considerable period of time. 
We are of the opinion that the acreage and other restrictions of the Federal 
reclamation laws should not, and probably were not intended by Congress to 
apply to areas of going agricultural economy which need supplemental irrigation 
water. 

We now favor State or local development and control of water resources, but 
welcome Federal aid provided the conditions thereof are reasonable and bearable. 
Further, we neither seek nor expect any Federal subsidy in the form of 40-year 
interest-free money, but are willing to pay our fair share of the irrigation benefits 
provided the capital and operating costs are such that the land and crops can 
afford same. 

We are progressive and we are anxious to see steps taken to preserve and 
increase the economic welfare. We will expect to cooperate in any equitable 
and reasonable water program. 

If it is determined that the Federal Government, rather than the State or a 
partnership or both, shall undertake this project we will wish to cooperate. 
However, there appear to be present serious inequities in the reclamation law. 

In connection with present regulations dealing with Bureau of Reclamation 
recordable contracts, it is our understanding that the landowner may not par- 
ticipate in the land appraisal. This seems unreasonable. Another unreasonable 
feature is, we believe, the lack of provision for price adjustments over the years 
(many years may be required to sell landholdings such as ours) to account for 
inflation and other economic factors not directly related to surface water 
availability. 

There is, of course, no existing contract between the Bureau of Reclamation 
and Westlands Water District. As the terms of such a future contract are 
unknown, we have no present basis for judging how much interest cost our lands 
would need bear in order to be free of reclamation law restrictions and what the 
water would cost. 

We would like to sit down with people in the Bureau of Reclamation to see 
if figures could be developed relative to paying our way and retaining our land 
free of Federal restrictions. Also it would be interesting to us to learn how the 
sale of the tremendous acreage of excess lands would be handled in a case like 
this and whether the landowners would be required under recordable contracts 
to conduct active sale campaigns. 

If a Federal program is decided upon at San Luis, we will wish to cooperate 
and trust that the terms provided for will be equitable. 


Senator Kucuer. Thank you, gentlemen, very, very much. 
Mr. Pererson. We appreciate the privilege of testifying. 
Senator Kucue.. The meeting is adjourned. 


(Thereupon, at 12: 55, the committee was recessed, to reconvene sub- 
ject to the call of the Chair.) 
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